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Historic tenant farmsteads are often thought to be redundant archaeological
resources because of their limited temporal range and function which acts to limit the
diversity of their archaeological assemblages. However, work has not been done that
confirms this equivalence, and archaeologists often write off tenant farmsteads as being
too modern or too disturbed to warrant investigation. This is a problematic approach as
tenant farmsteads are quickly eroding from the American landscape and a representative
sample of sites need to be investigated and preserved before they’re gone. This thesis
tests different sampling strategies and field methods that may allow for the efficient
investigation of tenant farmsteads without jeopardizing historical knowledge. The results
show that the sites studied in this thesis are in fact redundant and a number of different
methods can be used to investigate them in a much more efficient manner.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
General Introduction
Following the Civil War, and the subsequent emancipation of 3.9 million slaves
(Rossiter 1909:132), a new economy emerged in the southern United States. A large
percentage of the population was now free to improve their social and economic
standings; workforces were no longer dominated by slavery. For many of the recently
emancipated, the ultimate goal was land ownership, both for the freedoms that land
offered and for the prestige of having property (Prunty 1955:470; Willis 2000:58, 68).
Because the southern United States had not undergone widespread industrialization, the
bulk of the economy was based on agriculture; this situation, coupled with the fact that
most of the emancipated people’s skills were agricultural, meant that there was little work
to be found that wasn’t (in some way) related to farming (Young 2008:396).
The widespread reluctance to empower former slaves through credit and the
opportunity to purchase land aided in the creation of new forms of agriculture which
included prison labor, wage labor, share cropping, share renting, and cash renting. These
forms of agriculture were widespread following emancipation (Adams and Barton
1980:35-36; Orser and Holland 1984:112-114; Willis 2000:15-16, 36-39). While it took
time for landownership to become common amongst former slaves, it, too, became
widespread by the 1880s (Adkins 1980b:120). Many people were lucky enough to avoid
1

wage labor and convict labor, positions that proved to be little better (if not comparable)
to their former positions of servitude (Atack and Passell 1994:390; Willis 2000:25-27);
however, not every person was able to avoid these two practices, which flourished during
reconstruction (Adkins 1980a:104; Atack and Passell 1994:386; Prunty 1955:470). Those
people who avoided wage and convict labor typically found themselves working in some
form of land rental or sharecropping agreement.
Share cropping was a common practice following the Civil War and consisted of
a landlord who provided the land, the equipment, and the supplies, while a tenant was
only required to provide the necessary labor and oversight (Adams and Barton 1980:36;
Adams et al. 1980a:356; Atack and Passell 1994:389; Belanus 1980b:165; Boeger and
Goldenweiser1916:1; Branson 1923b:218; Prunty 1955:468; Saikku 2005:118; Thomas
1934:4). Because the tenant was not required to supply an initial investment, many
people were attracted to the idea. Despite initially appearing as an alluring prospect, a
sharecropper might only receive 30-50 percent of their yearly yield, making it almost
impossible to save enough money to buy their own land, or to pay off the year’s debt
(Atack and Passell 1994:389-390; Belanus 1980b:165; Boeger and Goldenweiser 1916:1;
Branson 1923b:218; Prunty 1955:468).
Share renting differed from share cropping in that the tenant was both required to
rent the land and to provide an initial investment to purchase tools, seeds, labor animals
and other equipment (Adams et al. 1980a:356; Boeger and Goldenweiser 1916:1;
Branson 1923b:218; Prunty 1955:474-475; Saikku 2005:117-118). Because the tenant in
this arrangement provided the upfront capital, they normally kept up to 60 – 75 percent of
the year’s yield (Boeger and Goldenweiser 1916:1; Branson 1923b:218; Prunty
2

1955:474-475). Adams et al. (1980a) proposed that one difference between sharecroppers
and renters was the time over which they stayed at a certain property. A sharecropper
might stay for as little as one season or as long as 15 years, while a renter might stay for
40 years (Adams et al. 1980a; 356); this difference was likely based on the initial
financial investment needed for renters versus the sharecroppers, whose only investment
was their labor. Share renting was much more lucrative for a farmer but was often
difficult for many recently emancipated families; building up the capital, or credit to
make the initial investments was not always possible for former slaves during
reconstruction.
Cash renting was similar to share renting in that tenants were required to purchase
all of the upfront supplies and rent the land from a landlord. What distinguished cash
renting from share renting is that the tenant did not provide the landlord with a share of
the agricultural yield, but rather a fixed cash rent (Adams and Barton 1980:35; Boeger
and Goldenweiser 1916:1). Cash renting was a risky endeavor as tenants were highly
vulnerable to the fluctuations of the market price and cash was in short supply following
the Civil War (Prunty 1955:470).
All of these forms of renting existed before the Civil War and were a common
practice among both African Americans and Caucasians, but following the emancipation
of so many individuals, renting as an agricultural practice flourished in the aftermath of
the war.
The ultimate goal for many tenant farmers in the postbellum south was land
ownership. Land ownership offered freedoms not offered by any other form of
agriculture and was incredibly symbolic. Land ownership was not an easy achievement,
3

however, as mortgages were not given freely and there was little money to be saved from
wage labor or tenancy (Adams et al. 1980c:288, 291-293; Barton 1980:343, 359); the
practice of debt as indenture was the unofficial practice of the period. Additionally, while
the price per acre of farmland outside of the Yazoo River Basin (YRB), in Mississippi, in
1910 was approximately $14, the price per acre within the YRB was anywhere between
$25 and $50 (Boeger and Goldenweiser 1916:3), making it difficult to buy a farm that
was large enough to be profitable. This situation is evidenced by the fact that in 1910,
only 5.5 percent of the farms in the YRB were owned by former slaves, despite the rest of
the U.S. having a 24.7 percent ownership rate (Boeger and Goldenweiser 1916:3). The
area where ownership was possible in the YRB was within the interior, away from the
rivers. Farms in the interior of the YRB were cheaper because they lacked transportation
infrastructure, ready-to-plant farmland, and relatively easy access to towns (Willis 2000:
35-36).
For the purposes of this thesis, tenant farming is understood to be any form of
land rental where one party (typically emancipated slaves or lower-economic-rung
Caucasian families) rented anywhere from 20 – 120 acres of land from a landlord, to
plant a cash crop such as cotton or corn, in return for either a portion of the land’s
cultivated crops, a fixed cash fee, or work done to maintain the property (Adams et al.
1980a:355-357; Archer 1992:62; Boeger and Goldenweiser 1916:3; Branson 1923b:218;
Cabak 1999:22; Helferich 2007:98-99; Sabo et al. 1990:169; Saikku 2005:117-118;
Willis 2000:34, 49-50, 51-53). There is no simple way to distinguish between different
forms of renting in the archaeological record, as the markers that exist to differentiate
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them are not often visible or have since been impacted by post-depositional factors (Orser
et al. 1987:82-137).
There were three main factors that contributed to the rise in popularity of tenancy:
the disdain for wage labor positions, the perceived opportunity for African Americans to
make enough money to purchase their own land, and large land owners who sought
income and land upkeep through renting. Because of these factors, within twenty years of
the close of the Civil War, tenancy (sharecropping, cash renting, or tenant farming) had
become such a common practice that today there are approximately 234,000 historic sites
within the boundaries of the YRB that arguably represent post-Civil War tenant
occupations (Cliff Jenkins, personal communication 2013). How archaeologists can deal
with this staggering number of sites is the main topic of this thesis.
Project Introduction
Because there are so many historic tenant farmsteads present in the YRB, this
thesis has been developed to find a way to deal with these archaeological resources in an
effective and practical manner that will not lower the standards of archaeological research
or diminish the potential for historical knowledge. One important topic of this thesis is
the idea of redundancy and how it can allow archaeologists to better deal with these
abundant tenant farmsteads, and this topic is approached in a number of different ways.
The first aspect of the idea of redundancy is what proportion of an occupation’s
material record is needed to understand the entire assemblage. This idea has been dealt
with numerous times within archaeology but will be tested at a tenant farmstead to ensure
that proper methods for surface investigation are developed. This idea is necessary for
this thesis, as it will potentially allow for field methods to be developed which more
5

efficiently deal with these resources. For instance, if only a 10, 20, or 30 percent sample
of a surface assemblage becomes redundant in terms of artifact richness and evenness,
then 100 percent collection would not be necessary.
The second aspect of redundancy is the idea that tenant farmsteads in the YRB are
themselves a redundant resource, meaning that each site has a very similar assemblage. If
different site assemblages are radically different from each other, it is necessary to
investigate multiple sites; however, if tenant farmsteads in the YRB have very similar
assemblages, it may be possible to investigate only a sample of them (e.g., one in each
block of tenant houses). Demonstrated redundancy between archaeological sites may aid
in the creation of new field methods that can drastically cut down the resources required
to study tenant farming in the YRB.
The last aspect of redundancy involved in this project is the potential for
redundancy between data recovered from material remains and archival resources. The
archaeological and archival data must be compared to ascertain whether or not they
provide comparable historical information; fieldwork cannot be seen as a prudent
investment of time if a relatively short document research can provide similar
information. Unfortunately, historic document research can often fall short of the desired
outcome; courthouses flood or burn, records are lost or are too vague to characterize
occupations in terms of age and/or function, and renters are often invisible in the archival
records because the bulk of their legal and business transactions were conducted between
themselves and the landowner, rather than with the county or state (Adams 1980:7).
Dealing with questions of redundancy may help maximize the production of
historical knowledge regarding tenant farming sites while minimizing unnecessary labor;
6

in other words the main issue of this thesis becomes, which and how many sites warrant
field survey, curation, study, and how intensive should those activities be?
As stated earlier, an attempt will be made to find or develop a method that will
allow for the rapid investigation of historic tenant sites in the YRB without a high
investment of time or energy (and corresponding expenditure of taxpayer money). This
method will rely heavily on efficient field techniques because its main purpose is to
devise ways for dealing with a high quantity of potentially redundant archaeological
resources. Time, energy, and resources wasted investigating redundant phenomena could
be put to good use in managing other parts of the finite archaeological record.
As efficient as this method or set of methods will need to be, it will not ignore any
aspect of the material culture found at these historic tenant sites, even if the materials do
not pertain to the questions asked in this thesis. This is made explicit here because it is
impossible to determine what materials or questions will become important to
archaeology in the future. A technique cannot trade potentially important historical
information for efficiency; such a route would be unethical and destructive (Dunnell
1984:62-74).
Because one of the central issues of this thesis concerns a potentially redundant
archaeological resource, two strategies will be used to help minimize unnecessary
archaeological work and maximize the amount of historical knowledge that can be
gained. The first strategy will be the use of different survey methods to explore their
efficiency in investigating tenant sites. The second strategy will be to investigate
redundancy between archaeological assemblages and archival records. Because this thesis
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deals with what are assumed to be post-Civil War tenant farmsteads, many historic
records may be accessed to aid in research.
Four points must be stressed before proceeding. First, it is impossible to judge a
site’s potential to yield important archaeological information before at least some
archaeological or archival research has taken place; answering this question potentially
requires a large investment of time, energy, and money. Second, all sites have the
potential to yield important information depending on what research questions are being
asked. Third, it is impossible to know what direction archaeology will take in the future
and what methods will become vital to the analysis of the archaeological record. And
lastly, it could be argued that it would be impossible to dig up all of the historic tenant
farmsteads in the YRB before they are destroyed. Because of these four ideas, this thesis
will also discuss how many sites and what percentage of sites are representative of the
overall patterns of historic tenant farmsteads in the YRB; this endeavor will hopefully
provide useful information on these often-overlooked historic resources.
Cultural History of the Yazoo River Basin
The YRB of western Mississippi (see Figure 1.1) is a geographic area lying
between the Yazoo River (formed at the confluence of the Tallahatchie and Yalobusha
Rivers) and the Mississippi River (Parajuli and Kim 2012:1; Shields et al. 2008:4). The
YRB contains approximately 34,600 square kilometers (approximately 16,600 square km
of the drainage is located in the eastern hills, with the other 18,000 square km being
alluvial plain adjacent to the west), or about 30 percent of the state of Mississippi
(Parajuli and Kim 2012:1; Shields et al. 2008:4-5). This thesis is focused on the area in
the YRB comprised of the alluvial plain. This large area of land has a rich pre- and post8

contact history, but this thesis is exclusively interested in the post-contact history of the
YRB.
Indigenous and European interaction within the YRB was initiated very early in
the Colonial period of North America. This time of interaction began with Hernando De
Soto’s trek through the YRB in 1541 (Duncan 1995:19; Ramenofsky 1987:42-44; Saikku
2005:72; Weinstein and Hahn 1992:45, 51). Despite the YRB’s early European contact, a
European presence was not maintained in the area; in fact, very few if any Europeans
traveled to the YRB until the 1670s when French colonists began exploring and claiming
the region as a French territory (Chapman et al. 2004:43; Duncan 1995:19; Ramenofsky
1987:44; Saikku 2005:72; Weinstein and Hahn 1992:51-58). By the time Europeans
reentered the YRB in the 17th century, upwards of 80 percent of the original indigenous
population was thought to have either perished or relocated due to Eurasian diseases,
leaving the area sparsely populated (Ramenofsky 1987:44, 57-58, 63; Saikku 2005:77;
Weinstein and Hahn 1992:51).

9

Figure 1.1

The location of the Yazoo River Basin outlined in red

In the early 18th century, the majority of European colonists were located in the
area south of the YRB known as the Natchez District (Young 2008:396-397; Weinstein
and Hahn 1992:58), which provided farmers with fine soils that were able to grow cotton
and other crops (Chapman et al. 2004:43; Duncan 1995:22; Young 2008:396). The YRB
10

had not yet been settled by Europeans, largely due to the fact that the majority of the
province was not owned by the United States; instead, the area was under the possession
of indigenous populations (largely Choctaw, Chickasaw, and affiliate populations)
(Chapman et al. 2004:43; Duncan 1995:22). A significant non-indigenous population was
not present in the YRB until nearly 300 years after the initial point of contact between
Europeans and Native populations.
It was not until the 1820s that Americans began moving into the YRB, and
intensive settling did not occur until the 1830s when a large number of settlers began
purchasing land (Saikku 2005:97-98; Young 2004:71). This population intensification
occurred for several reasons. In 1817 Mississippi was granted statehood by the federal
government, allowing migrants to begin settling the YRB (Duncan 1995:22; Weinstein
and Hahn 1992:58). The YRB was already known for having fine alluvial soils for
cotton-based agriculture, and the area’s initial migration wave was fueled by a rise in
cotton prices that occurred from 1800 to 1837 and the exhaustion of farm land in the
Natchez District to the south (Duncan 1995:22, 25; Young 2008:396). Additionally, the
Treaty of Doak’s Stand in 1820 and the Treaty of Dancing Rabbit Creek in 1830 ceded
all Choctaw lands in the State of Mississippi and the territory of Alabama to the Federal
Government (Chapman et al. 2004:43; Duncan 1995:22; Weinstein and Hahn 1992:5859). Land obtained from these treaties began being sold to the public in 1822.
Despite an initial interest in the YRB, by the start of the Civil War fewer than
50,000 people lived in the entirety of the basin and only 10 percent of the area was
populated; the other 90 percent lay in swamp or forest (Willis 2000:8). The low density
of settlement in the basin was due to limitations of transportation in the area. Roads in the
11

YRB were often impassible due either to muddy conditions or the growth of cane and
bamboo (Willis 2000:11, 42, 91); gravel roads did not become commonplace until 1915
(Willis 2000:11). The YRB had no railway infrastructure until the 1850s, and even then
many farmers relied on the river system for the transportation of their goods (Chapman et
al. 2004:44; Duncan 1995:25). Because of the reliance on waterways for transportation,
most settlers opted to inhabit areas that were accessible to major rivers or smaller
waterways that were suitable for ferry traffic (Chapman et al. 2004:44; Duncan 1995:24;
Young 2004:71).
Because of its strategic location on the Mississippi River, many areas in the YRB
were hard hit by the Civil War (Weinstein and Hahn 1992:62); cultivation was often
disrupted by the movements of soldiers, properties and levees fell into disrepair, and the
majority of laborers (largely of African descent who had formerly been held in slavery)
fled their former plantations in search of more desirable regions (Willis 2000:5-7, 25).
Faced with the difficult situation of ruined properties and no labor force, many land
owners in the basin began incorporating an economy that differed from the antebellum
South. Land owners could no longer use slaves for labor and were forced to negotiate
with freed people in order to gain a work force.
The recently freed population that remained in the basin (or returned in the
following years) began either working for a wage at a large farm, were forced into the
South’s convict labor system, purchased farm land in the interior frontier of the Basin, or,
more commonly, rented land from former plantation holders (sharecropping or tenant
farming) (Anderson and Muse 1982:72-73; Weinstein and Hahn 1992:64; Willis
2000:35-36; Young 2004; 71). Tenant farming remained a significant form of
12

employment well into the 20th century, when technological advancements made human
labor increasingly obsolete (Crowe 1951:5; Hahn et al. 1994:69, 181-182; Saikku 2005
237; Willis 2000:50).
Overview of Mississippi Tenant Farming Archaeology
Literature on American tenant farming began in the early 20th century with
publications focused on social issues (Agee and Evans 1941; Branson 1923a,b,c; Thomas
1934; Woofter 1936), agricultural practices (Boeger and Goldenweiser 1916; Crowe
1951; Langsford and Thibodeaux 1939; Prunty 1955; Welch 1943), nutrition (Dickens
1927) and general histories (Brandfon 1967). Because the literature generally focused on
everyday subjects, it served the purpose of detailing the hard lives of tenant farmers to the
many Americans who did not understand the lifestyle. Today, when approached
judiciously, those publications serve as guiding documents for historians and
archaeologists to interpret the daily activities and lives of tenant farmers. The
interpretation of documents is necessary because they are not without bias and cannot be
taken at face value. One way that archaeologists have found of combatting this bias is
through the use of oral histories, or more specifically, through the use of the testimonies
of those who lived on tenant farms.
One of the first studies to delve into tenant farm archaeology, and the first that
claimed to use oral histories (Adams et al. 1980a:354), involved the Waverly Plantation
in northeastern Mississippi. The Waverly Plantation study was conducted on behalf of the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in 1979 as a compliance project associated with
development of the Waverly Ferry Access Area (Adams 1980:3, 5). The project
combined the use of archaeology, historic documents, and oral testimonies from former
13

tenants and their children (Adams 1980:1, 7-10). The use of all three data sources was
very fruitful to the study, as not all of the data are as productive as others and the
availability of all three data sources is not consistent for all time periods (diligent records
were kept at the plantation, but years of improper safekeeping saw them looted and
destroyed [Adams 1980:7]). The different data can be combined to form a rich
understanding of the recent past (Adams et al. 1980b:366-375; Riordan et al. 1980:50), an
approach that soon became standard for investigating historic farmsteads (see Anderson
and Muse 1982, Barnes 2011a,b, Brown and Cooper 1990, Buchner 1992, Buchner and
Childress 1991, Drucker et al. 1983, Holland 1990, and Stewart-Abernathy 1987).
The Waverly Plantation study showed researchers that, through its history from
1830 to 1950, the people at Waverly witnessed massive changes in the United States,
which were reflected in the plantation’s landscape. The Waverly Plantation was situated
on land that had been ceded by the Chickasaw under the Treaty of Pontotoc in 1832
before Colonel George Hampton Young bought the land for use as a cotton plantation in
1836 (Adams 1980:3; Adkins and Elliott 1980a:51; Adkins and Elliot 1980b:59, 68).
Following the Civil War and the emancipation of Colonel Young’s 137 slaves, the
plantation shifted its agricultural function first from slavery to wage labor and then from
wage labor to tenant farming, which remained the principal operation until the Great
Depression forced another change upon the area (Adams 1980:3; Adkins 1980a:106
Adkins and Elliott 1980a:51). The Great Depression created a surplus of unemployed
people who had no better options than sharecropping; the influx of many white
sharecroppers displaced the remaining black tenant farmers (Adams 1980:3; Adams et al.
1980a:358; Belanus 1980b:156-157). By the 1950s, the main house at Waverly had been
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abandoned and left to decay over the subsequent years before being restored and opened
as a tourist destination (Adams 1980:3; Adams et al. 1980a:353).
During the tenant farming period at Waverly Plantation (1870s-1930s) each tenant
was given approximately 15 hectares (~37 acres) of land, which was just larger than the
Mississippi average of 34 acres (Adams 1980:3; Boeger and Goldenweiser 1916:3). The
rented land was paid for with either a percentage of the crop (sharecropping), 100 pounds
of cotton per hectare, or with a cash payment of $45 per hectare (Adkins 1980a:104). The
landlords at Waverly generally left the tenants alone to manage their portion of the farm,
and the tenants farmed the majority of their holdings in cotton, with a minority portion
growing corn, watermelon, sorghum, peas, peanuts, sweet potatoes and a general
assortment of other vegetables (Adams et al. 1980a:356; Belanus 1980a:143, 147).
In addition to their use of the rented land, the tenant was also allowed a fixed limit
of credit to furnish all of the supplies needed at the commissary store (Adams 1980:3;
Adams et al. 1980a:349), which was a common business model among merchants in the
South (Adkins 1980a:111; Saikku 2005:117; Willis 2000:83; Woofter 1936:xxv). The
credit given to tenants was given as a lien on the next season’s crop (with an interest rate
of 8-10 percent), which meant that even in boon years, the tenant was in an almost
constant state of debt (Adams et al. 1980a:349; Adkins 1980a:104; Orser 1989:36). Two
reported cases at the Waverly Plantation found that after paying their rent and their credit,
tenants were left with just $1.50 and $5.77 for the year (Adkins 1980a:107). The issue of
credit was compounded by the fact that by 1893 the price of cotton fell to 5 cents per
pound (in 1875 the price was 11 cents per pound), which meant that many tenants were
hard-pressed to make a decent yearly salary (Adkins 1980a:110). Debt was, however, not
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a steadfast rule, as some renters were able to capitalize on successful years and raise
themselves to the status of landowner (Adams et al. 1980a:349; Adkins 1980a:107;
Adkins 1980b:120).
During the 1880s, many of the original plantation owners at Waverly began
dying, and the tradition of large consolidated land holdings began crumbling as many
African Americans began buying land (Adkins 1980b:120); by 1900, of the 49
landowners within the Waverly community, 19 were African American, which was well
above the state average (Adkins 1980b:120). While many people were buying land to
farm themselves, tenant farming did not disappear at Waverly (Adkins 1980b:121).
By 1911, with the continued falling profitability of cotton and the depletion of
soils, landowners at Waverly began selling timber rights in order to supplement their
income (Adkins 1980b:123-124). By 1913 only 15 tenants were farming 320 of the
available 1,500 total acres at Waverly, which suggests that the community was no longer
thriving (Adkins 1980b:124). During the 1910s and 1920s, Waverly began shifting from
a largely black community to a community of white tenant farmers (Adkins 1980b:126),
and finally to a community of white sharecroppers in the 1930s (Adams 1980:3).
By combining all three data sets (archaeological assemblages, historic documents,
and ethnographic interviews), the Waverly study illuminated details about material
culture, plantation settlement patterns, diet, house structure and composition, people,
economy, industry, and a whole manner of other factors that contribute to our
understanding of tenant farming.
Following in the footsteps of the Waverly Plantation study, many tenant houses
began being considered within the realm of compliance work, and another study
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conducted on behalf of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in 1987 was initiated by
construction of a berm on the Mississippi River in Bolivar County, which is within the
YRB. The project was carried out by Coastal Environments, Inc. and presented as three
volumes in Weinstein and Hahn (1992), Hahn et al. (1994), and Weinstein et al. (1995).
The project, which included survey, excavation, and archival data recovery, encountered
a number of tenant farming sites that dated to the late 19th and early 20th centuries; these
structures were dated using historic maps and those dates were backed up by temporally
diagnostic artifacts. A large number of the sites had poor spatial integrity and very few
artifacts, as they had been affected by the digging of a borrow pit. Because the sites
suffered from poor preservation and because “[n]one are considered particularly unique,
nor did any provide important artifactual material” (Weinstein and Hahn 1992:168), the
tenant houses were not considered eligible for further work or preservation. Despite not
being eligible for further investigation or preservation, a few of them were incidentally
investigated because of their association with other occupations. The four sites in the
project area that were deemed eligible for further work were a cotton gin, a plantation
store, the plantation owner’s house, and a Baytown period village and mound cluster
(Weinstein 1992:iii, 143).
One of the things that the Coastal Environments project details very well is the
prevalence of tenant houses in the YRB. Of the 18 total sites discovered in the project
area, 12 were either tenant houses or had tenant occupations within the site (Weinstein
and Hahn 1992:89-147). Because of their prevalence and poor preservation, these were
not investigated, in contrast to the Waverly study. These differing approaches show that
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the importance of tenant sites can be dependent upon a number different factors including
research design, preservation, perceived redundancy, and the project needs.
Beginning in the 1980s, the archaeology of tenant farming became a regular
subject of CRM reports, books, and journal articles, meaning that there are a number of
available resources concerning tenant farms (see Adams 1980, Adams and Boling 1989,
Anderson and Muse 1982, Brockington et al. 1985, Brown and Cooper 1990, Buchner
1992, Buchner and Childress 1991, Cabak et al. 1999, Cowie et al. 1999, Drucker et al.
1983, Hahn et al. 1994, Hamilton and Rogers 1993, Holland 1990, Joseph 1997, Joseph
et al. 1991, Kehoe and O'Steen 1995, Orser 1984, Orser 1988, Orser 1989, Orser 1990,
Orser and Holland 1984, Orser and Nekola 1985, Orser et al. 1982, O'Steen 1995,
Ottesen and Riordan 1986, Price et al. 1976, Santeford et al. 1985, Singleton 1990, Stine
1990, Stine 1989). The literature continues into the 21st century although apparently with
less frequency (Barnes 2011a,b, Enscore et al. 2014, Fesler and Laird 2006, Joseph et al.
2004, Little et al. 2016, O'Steen 2003, Samford 2011, Sandbeck et al. 2016, Stine 2011,
Taylor and Oesch 2016, Wettstaed 2011, Wilkie 2000).
The majority of the archaeological work into tenant farms has taken place in the
southeastern United States (which is completely expected given that tenant farming was a
largely southern phenomenon [Orser 1984:1]) in states such as Arkansas (Buchner 1992,
Buchner and Childress 1991, Price et al. 1976, Santeford et al. 1985, Taylor and Oesch
2016), Georgia (Adams and Boling 1989, Cowie et al. 1999, Hamilton and Rogers 1993,
Joseph et al. 2004, Kehoe and O'Steen 1995, O'Steen 1995, O'Steen 2003, Ottesen and
Riordan 1986, Wettstaed 2011), Louisiana (Holland 1990, Wilkie 2000), Mississippi
(Adams 1980, Hahn et al. 1994, Little et al. 2016), North Carolina (Enscore et al. 2014,
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Fesler and Laird 2006, Samford 2011, Sandbeck et al. 2016, Stine 1989, Stine 2011),
South Carolina (Anderson and Muse 1982, Brockington et al. 1985, Cabak et al. 1999,
Drucker et al. 1983, Joseph 1997, Joseph et al. 1991, Orser 1988, Orser and Nekola 1985,
Orser et al. 1982), Texas (Brown and Cooper 1990), and Virginia (Barnes 2011a,b).
While most of the work has been driven by CRM (Orser 1984:7), much of the literature
on tenant farms has to do with community building, cultural continuity, ethnicity,
ethnoarchaeology, modernization, general overviews, poverty, theoretical approaches,
and economic status.
While there is an abundance of literature concerning postbellum tenant farm sites,
it likely does not represent the full potential of tenant farm archaeology. Many tenant
farms are presumed to not be reported because of their modernity, their lackluster
assemblages, and their abundance on the southern landscape. Bias is not the only reason
why tenant farms are underreported. It is thought that tenant farms are often identified
and reported, but that they are reported in compliance literature with restricted audiences
(often due to confidentiality reasons) (Orser 2010:137). Another reason why many tenant
farms go unidentified is that they are often indistinguishable from other farmsteads or
house sites (Joseph et al. 2004:86; Wettstaed 2011:70-73) and can often require a great
deal of research, both archaeologically and historically, to identify. While tenant farms
are abundant on the American landscape, they are underrepresented in the literature
despite vigorous attempts to investigate them.
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CHAPTER II
THE SIGNIFICANCE OF TENANT FARMSTEADS
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (as outlined in 36
CFR § 800) states that any project that falls under federal jurisdiction is required to
identify archaeological sites within the project area, determine the effect that the project
will have on the sites, and to assess whether the sites are eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (Hutt et al. 1999:10; Peacock and Rafferty
2007:113). This law is important for archaeology as it obligates managers of projects
with federal oversight or funding to have archaeological surveys performed and to
measure all of the archaeological sites’ significance against criteria outlined under 36
CFR § 60.4. Because the majority of tenant farmsteads are investigated in a compliance
setting, rather than an academic setting, the criteria for listing on the NRHP would appear
to be the most-used system for determining the significance of these sites. Those criteria
(36 CFR § 60.4) for listing an archaeological site on the NRHP are as follows:

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archeology,
engineering, and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and
objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship,
feeling, and association and
a) that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to
the broad patterns of our history; or
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b) that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or
c) that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high
artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity
whose components may lack individual distinction; or
d) that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in
prehistory or history.

Following the guidelines set forth, a historic tenant farmstead could be eligible for
inclusion on the NRHP because of its association with an important person or event
(Criteria A and B), its embodiment of a type or period (Criterion C), or its ability to yield,
or have yielded, historically valuable information (Criterion D). There are, however,
many reasons why historic farmsteads are often considered ineligible, and one of those
reasons is disturbance.
Disturbance often affects the eligibility of a tenant site under the argument that a
disturbed site is fundamentally lacking in the potential to produce meaningful data. Given
their nature, almost every tenant farmstead has been affected by historic and modern
agricultural practices, which leaves them moderately to heavily disturbed. Structures are
torn down, burned, or buried, and with them, so too are their artifact assemblages. What
is left of the sites is often plowed multiple times a year and is, in the eyes of many
archaeologists, too heavily impacted to be significant. Tenant farms, because of their
short temporal duration (1860s to 1980s), were typically occupied continuously (i.e., they
are single-occupation sites in archaeological terms), even if those occupants changed
from year to year. Because these sites were typically single occupation, they can still be
used to address a number of research questions despite the fact that they are disturbed
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(Peacock and Rafferty 2007:122). Disturbance at these sites would appear to be less of an
issue for significance than previously imagined.
Representativeness is also a factor that plays into the significance of tenant
farmsteads in the sense that if tenant farmsteads are already a common entry on the
NRHP, then further inclusion could be limited to exceptional examples. However, of the
total 99,861 searchable entries on the NRHP website (as of May 2017), only 16 came
back as having the presence of a tenant farming component. Of those 16, only 2 were
nominated directly because of their function as a tenant farmstead, the Clark Farm Tenant
House site (Connecticut), and the Gregg-Wallace Farm Tenant House (South Carolina)
(National Register of Historic Places 2002; Vernon 2002). All of the other 14 properties
were nominated based on the fact that they have a preserved structure on the property that
was built in a particular style (Hanbury 2016; National Register of Historic Places 1984;
National Register of Historic Places 1994; Ravage 2013; Shelley 2005; Sheppard et al.
2001; Sheppard et al. 2016; Smith 1979; Sordo and Spencer 1986), or because they are
representative of a particular time period (Maas 2014; Righter 1978; Starr et al. 2013), or
because of the presence of an important individual (Hanson 2015; Jacobs and Covington
2015). The 14 represented properties were located in Delaware (3), Georgia (1),
Kentucky (2), Mississippi (1), New Jersey (1), New York (2), Pennsylvania (2), and
Virginia (2). In 1920 there were 6.4 million farms operating in the United States, 38
percent of which were operated by tenants (Groover 2008:96; U.S. Census Bureau
1975:465). Even though tenant houses and farms are sometimes included into a larger
district nomination, the presence of only 16 in 99,861 searchable records is wildly
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disproportionate to their presence on the American landscape. This would seem to
demonstrate that tenant farms are poorly represented on the NRHP.
A 2014 study conducted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers developed a
questionnaire that aided military installations in determining whether any particular site
was eligible for the NRHP according to guidelines established by the NPS (Enscore et al.
2014:6, 8-10). The goal of the questionnaire was “to distinguish between the typical and
the atypical so that, in the future, the number of properties on installation cultural
resources inventories currently considered potentially eligible for the NRHP might be
reduced” (Enscore et al. 2014:10). The questionnaire asks archaeologists to answer
questions about the site (including site integrity, intact features, continuity of ownership,
function, and the availability of oral history, etc.) and then depending on the answers (and
the number of certain answers), determine if sites are eligible for inclusion on the NRHP
(Enscore et al. 2014:10-11). The questionnaire was applied to five sites in North
Carolina.
While it is necessary to approach archaeological remains with consistent and
succinct guidelines, the questionnaire proposed by Enscore et al. is unwieldy and seeks to
eliminate sites rather than approach them without bias (Enscore et al. 2014:10). Despite
recent dialogue concerning greater inclusion of recent historical sites, there is still bias
against tenant farmsteads (Cabak et al. 1999:19). Many view these sites as ineligible for
inclusion on the NRHP because of their abundance, lack of material diversity, and recent
age (Cabak et al. 1999:19; Stine 1990:37).
A different study done in South Carolina found that a tenant house was eligible
for inclusion on the NRHP under Criterion D (while Criterion D was the stated choice,
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Drucker et al. appear to have combined Criteria C and D for inclusion). Drucker et al.
(1983) argued that the site was eligible because “it has yielded information important to
regional history, as a local example of a regional settlement ‘type’ containing folk
architecture and feature types” (Drucker et al. 1983:110). Site 38AB221 had all of the
standard features that would have been found on a typical tenant farming site in South
Carolina, such as “dwellings, flower pit, herb garden, flowergarden, molasses furnace,
barn/stable and corncrib, refuse disposal areas, agricultural terraces, and well” (Drucker
et al. 1983:110) with excellent site preservation, which made it an example that Drucker
et al. thought warranted preservation.
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CHAPTER III
FIELD METHODS
Site Identification
Before fieldwork could begin, a number of tenant farming sites had to be located
and permission sought and granted to access these sites. Jimmy Hardin (Committee
Member) knew of a landowner in Greenwood, Mississippi who stated that tenant farmers
used to live and work on the property. After speaking with the landowner and gaining
permission to enter the property, Jimmy Hardin and I began walking the property to
locate the sites. The landowner told us that the houses had been located along a stillactive farm road just off of Highway 430 (see Figure 3.1), and the field had recently been
plowed and left fallow (see Figure 3.2). Given the approximate known location of the
sites and the good ground visibility, the area was easy to find with a little field walking.
The sites could not be demarcated at that time because the entire plowed field
displayed artifacts and a finer inspection was not warranted for this initial field visit.
While having almost continuous artifact presence, areas of higher density presumably
indicated individual house sites. Decades of plowing are believed to have extended the
edges of the sites into each other (see Clark and Schofield 1991:96-99; Haselgrove
1985:14-16), leaving no immediately definable empty space between them. It was not
possible to determine the number of individual house sites based on our preliminary field
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visit. In order to determine the best methods for fieldwork, it became necessary to better
understand the property through some initial background research.

Figure 3.1

Location of sites in relation to Highway 430

Figure 3.2

Plowed field containing sites. View to the North
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After locating a number of topographic and soil survey maps from 1940 to
present, it became evident that the sites were, in fact, tenant farms because of their
position along the farm roads at very regular intervals (see Figures 3.3 – 3.5), which is
characteristic of tenant farms (Adams and Barton 1980:36; Buchner 1992:20; Prunty
1955:483-486; Woofter 1936:xxxii). The placement of house sites at regular intervals
along roads is characteristic of “The Cropper Type”, and “The Neoplantation Type”
(Prunty 1955:467-474, 482-489) in that the houses are, for the most part, condensed
together rather than being scattered across the property. While this pattern pertains in two
different time periods (the cropper type is indicative of the 1870s to the 1950s, and the
neoplantation type is post-World War II), it does suggest that the occupants of the houses
did not each own the means of cultivation. If each occupant owned the mules or tractors
needed to plow and plant, then we would expect to see a fragmented settlement pattern
with houses and secondary structures dispersed at non-regular intervals (Prunty
1955:474-482). Based on the placement of the houses, it is unlikely that each occupant
owned the necessary mules or tractors for farming, and it is likely that they were either
sharecroppers or tenant farmers who required additional assistance in plowing and
harvesting; hiring temporary workers, or contracting mechanized labor was common
practice among farmers who did not possess the necessary work capabilities of large
scale farming.
What is also evident from the maps is that the property has undergone tremendous
changes in 75 years. In 1940 the property had had two structures in the project area; by
1958, that number had gone up to eight, and in 1982 only three structures remained (see
Figures 3.3 – 3.5). This is contrary to conventional figures which state that the highest
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proportion of tenant farming occurred in 1930 before steadily declining (Holley 2000:27)
due to the Great Depression and increased farm mechanization which fostered farm
consolidation (Buchner 1992:20; Buchner and Childress 1991:17; Crowe 1951:3; Saikku
2005:237). With so many structures being erected and torn down in the eleven-acre
project area, and with so much agricultural activity, it was unknown if we would be able
to differentiate the sites well enough to study them independently.

Figure 3.3

Topographic map showing the number of structures in 1940
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Figure 3.4

Topographic map showing the number of structures in 1958

Figure 3.5

Topographic map showing the number of structures in 1982

Aerial Remote Sensing
An effort was made after the initial field visit to find aerial images that would aid
in the demarcation of site boundaries. It would have been potentially useful to have
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historic aerial images (that showed the extant structures visible in Figures 3.3 – 3.5) to
know exactly where the structures sat, but a search of the Library of Congress’ digital
collections, the Mississippi Automated Resource Information System, Google Earth, and
the Mississippi Department of Archives and History produced no images prior to 1995.
The physical houses would not be available to view on aerial images, but there is a
possible way to see the footprints of structures on historic images, which is to find the
original site locations via the soil and vegetative patterns on aerial images. The areas
directly under and around historic structures are often subject to different compaction
rates and sediment deposition that affect a soil’s ability to retain water, minerals, and
nutrients, which in turn affects the growth rate of plants (Banning 2002:54). However,
after viewing the aerial images from 1995 to the present, no soil or vegetative patterns
were visible on the aerial images that would suggest the location of the structures. Aerial
remote sensing thus was not able to aid in more precisely locating historic tenant farming
sites in the study area.
After fieldwork had begun in 2013, a possible explanation was provided as to why
there were no visible patterns of occupation left on the soil. A neighbor in the area, Leo
Murphree Jr., informed me that all of the houses that were built on the property had been
wooden, shotgun-style houses with concrete and brick pier footings (see Figure 3.6),
which was a popular style among tenant farmers in the South (Adams et al. 1980a:358;
Buchner 1992:20; Buchner 2010:24; Buchner and Childress 1991:18; Riordan and
Belanus 1980:192; Sandbeck et al. 2016:63; Smith and Belanus 1980:225; Taylor and
Oesch 2016:31). Given that each of the shotgun style houses would have sat on
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approximately six to nine small piers, it is not surprising why the houses left no visible
impact on the soil, other than their rich artifact scatterings.

Figure 3.6

Concrete footing found during the 2013 field season

JZ1 Field Methods / Controlled Surface Collection
After identifying the complex of historic tenant farming sites in March 2013, the
2013 Mississippi State field school returned to the site in May to begin investigating the
sites. Work began by identifying one artifact scatter and demarcating the boundaries
based on noticeable decreases in surface artifacts; this site became known as JZ1 (see
Figure 3.7). Because the goals of this thesis are to determine if there are more efficient
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field methods for addressing historic tenant sites via surface survey, JZ1 was 100 percent
collected and analyzed to act as a control against which other methods would be tested.

Figure 3.7

Location of site JZ1

JZ1 measured 84 meters east to west, and 56 meters north to south for a total of
4,704 square meters. Because the site is located in an active and historic agricultural
field, it is believed that it has been significantly enlarged due to the lateral movement of
artifacts.
Beginning on May 14th, 2013, flags were shot in at 4 m intervals over the entire
site with a total station to ensure spatial control during the collection of artifacts. Using
movable string grids, the 4x4 m flagged areas were further divided into four 2x2 m
collection areas for tighter provenience control (see Figure 3.8). A total of 1,176 2x2m2
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units were set up at JZ1; despite having so many units laid out, only 832 different units
were collected (due to many of the units having no visible surface artifacts), and only 820
ultimately came back positive for artifacts.
The field school students were instructed to collect every artifact from each
collection unit at JZ1. Corn was currently growing in the field but had only reached ~30
cm tall, and the rows were spaced ~50 cm apart (see Figures 3.9 and 3.10) meaning that
the surface visibility was adequate for surface collection. The bulk of the work took two
days to complete with 13 people collecting artifacts and 3 people labeling bags. A total of
25,941 artifacts were collected from JZ1 during the two days.
There were two main reasons why every artifact from JZ1 was collected. The first
involved an attempt, following artifact analysis, to test at what percentage a site’s
assemblage becomes redundant against the whole (see Chapter 6). If a percentage of a
site becomes statistically similar to the entire assemblage, then it makes sense to only
collect enough of the site to reach statistical similarity. The second reason why JZ1 was
100 percent collected was to test the entire assemblage of a tenant site (JZ1) against
others that were investigated using different field methods. By testing different field
methods against each other, it may be possible to determine what methods are most
efficient at investigating the abundant resources.
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Figure 3.8

Arrangement of collection areas at JZ1

Figure 3.9

Height of corn during the 2013 field season

Figure 3.10

Separation of rows and general surface visibility
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JZ1 Field Methods / Photography
While the collection of artifacts was ongoing at JZ1, another sampling strategy
was being employed to test the efficacy of photography as a way of identifying artifacts
without having to spend hours collecting and washing artifacts. The corn growing in the
northern half of transect 20S and the western half of transect 44W (see Figure 3.11) was
cleared down to the lowest possible height (with care to not disturb the ground surface) to
allow for clear photographs to be taken. By using two half-transects (one north-south, and
one east-west, each 2 m wide) that intersected in what we observed as the dense site
center (the intersection later turned out to be ~14m west of the densest part of the site) we
obtained a 5 percent sample that examined low-, medium-, and high-density areas.
Between 9:00 am and 10:00 am a total of 116 photographs were taken systematically of
the two transects (refer back to Figure 3.11). A 15 megapixel camera was mounted on a
1.8 m monopod that was made specifically to point the camera down towards the ground
rather than outward at the landscape (see Figure 3.12). Each photo, because of the
controlled height of the camera, accounted for 2.3 x 1.2 m of the ground surface (see
Figure 3.13).
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Figure 3.11

Area of JZ1 selected for photography marked in grey

Figure 3.12

Monopod used to control the range of photographs

Figure 3.13

Typical photo achieved from photographic sampling
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JZ2 Field Methods / Transect Analysis
Following the analysis of artifacts from the 2013 field season, three new field
strategies were devised to test against the initial results from JZ1. These three field
methods were to be used during the 2014 field season at sites immediately adjacent to,
and including, JZ1. One of the strategies that was implemented was the controlled
collection of transects across the site.
On June 19th, 2014 a site immediately adjacent to JZ1 was located and its
boundaries were demarcated based on the abundance of visible artifacts following the
protocol set at JZ1. Once the boundaries had been defined, a site resembling an oval
(measuring 81 meters north-south and 44.8 meters east to west with a total area of 2,359
square meters) was identified as JZ2 (see Figure 3.14). Once the site had been
demarcated and its internal area had been found, a total of three 2 m-wide transects were
placed across the site at a 0˚ bearing (magnetic). One transect (measuring 81 meters long)
was placed at the center of the site and the other two (each measuring 75 meters) were
placed ~10m away from the central transect (see Figure 3.15). The length and width of
each transect ensured that we were examining an approximate 20 percent sample of the
site’s surface.
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Figure 3.14

Site JZ2 in relation to JZ1

Figure 3.15

Site JZ2 with transects

The field school students were given a section of each transect where they
recorded the number of visible artifacts according to the artifact type; no artifacts were
collected during the 2014 field season as a way to test whether accurate assessments of
site age, function, and number of occupations could be determined via a non-collection
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method. Instead of collection, each student was given a field form with all designated
historic artifact types (see Figures 3.16 and 3.17) and when they encountered an artifact,
they placed a tally mark in the appropriate box. The artifact types were devised after the
analysis of JZ1 and were based on the findings from that site. The students did not record
ceramic sherds because the allotted field time did not allow for each student to be
properly taught ceramic types. Instead, when a student saw a ceramic, they flagged it to
be later identified that day by Dr. Janet Rafferty, Dr. Evan Peacock, or myself. Work at
JZ2 was completed in half a day with 13 people.
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Figure 3.16

First page of the analysis form used during the 2014 field season

Figure 3.17

Second page of the analysis form used during the 2014 field season

JZ3 Field Methods / Random Surface Analysis
The second strategy implemented during the 2014 field season (to test against
JZ1) involved random sampling. A third site, adjacent to JZ1 and JZ2, was identified and
bounded using artifact density (see Figure 3.18). The site was roughly circular, with a
diameter of 67.6 meters and a total area of 3,586 square meters. Rather than gridding off
the site and performing a computer-generated random sampling, a total of 200 tennis
balls were purchased and numbered from 1 – 200. Tennis balls were used as a way of
testing the relative efficiency of random sampling.

43

Figure 3.18

Site JZ3 in relation to JZ1 and JZ2

The total site area was divided by four (the area in square meters of each analysis
unit which matched the size of collection units at JZ1), and then multiplied by 0.2 to
achieve a 20 percent site sampling. When calculated, we found that in order to achieve a
20 percent sample, we needed to have 179.3 units; despite only needing 180 analysis
units, we used all 200 balls to account for any potential mishaps.
The students were then lined up along the site’s boundaries with an equal number
of tennis balls and instructed to throw them into the site at the same time (Figure 3.19).
The students were also given a 1.13 meter string with a stake at each end. After throwing
all 200 of the tennis balls, the students put one of the stakes into the ground where a
tennis ball was and used the other stake to drag the string completely around to make a
circle whose area equaled four square meters; this was the analysis unit. If two tennis
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balls were within the same analysis area, the tennis ball with the lower number was used
and, because we threw more balls than needed, we were able to ensure a 20 percent
sampling. The student then recorded all visible surface artifacts in the analysis area using
the same forms as at JZ2 (refer back to Figures 3.16 and 3.17) with the exception of
ceramics; as with JZ2, all of the ceramics were analyzed by the field school instructors
and myself. Work at site JZ3 took half a day to complete with 13 people working in the
field.

Figure 3.19

Students lined up around site JZ3 to throw tennis balls
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JZ1 Field Methods (2014) / General Surface Analysis
The third sampling strategy used during the 2014 field season was a general
surface analysis (GSA). This strategy was chosen as it is already common practice in
archaeology to walk through a site either recording or collecting artifacts on the surface
and it is the most likely strategy to be used on a historic surface scatter site in an
agricultural field. Because we already had JZ1 analyzed from the previous field season,
and the field had been plowed at least once since then, it was decided that we would
perform the GSA at JZ1. Surface artifacts in plowed fields are thought to be renewed
with plowing, so analyzing surface artifacts from a site that was 100 percent collected the
previous year is an appropriate method (Rafferty 2008:104). Having already known the
site boundaries, we quickly flagged them out and set the students out into the site to
record artifacts using the same form as at JZ2 and JZ3 (refer back to Figures 3.16 and
3.17).
Based on the assumption that a professional archaeologist may spend one hour
conducting a general surface analysis of a historic tenant site, each student was given
enough time on the site for one person hour to be completed (with ten field workers, a
total of six minutes was spent recording artifacts in the site). The students were instructed
to pick up and record all artifacts to avoid identifying the same artifact twice; all
unknown artifacts and ceramics were given to one of the field supervisors to identify.
After the six minutes were up, the artifacts were redistributed across the site.
There are a number of inherent issues with GSA’s, including where a person
spends most of their time on the site, what artifacts visually stand out to them, and what
artifacts they deem important enough to pick up. The students were instructed to record
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every artifact they saw, and they showed no preference for areas with high or low
density. Additionally, the students were already equipped with the skills necessary for
survey and artifact identification, so the results should show no signs of material bias.
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CHAPTER IV
LABORATORY METHODS
Following the 2013 field season, the artifact assemblage from JZ1 had to be
processed and analyzed. Because the fieldwork that was slated to take place in 2014
would be entirely field analysis, rather than collection, a comprehensive list of artifact
types had to be compiled to ensure that fieldwork would proceed smoothly (refer back to
Figure 3.16).
Because the 2014 artifacts would stay in the field, it was necessary to compile an
easy to understand, all-inclusive artifact sheet that could be used during the following
fieldwork. Based on the need for organization, simplicity, and the inclusion of all
possible artifact types, it was decided that artifact analysis should be more focused on
description, including both style and function. While functional typologies lend
themselves to easy interpretability and comparability to other collections (Adams
1980:44-45; South 1977:93), their application is often restricted to a lab setting because
they would be too cumbersome for in-field analysis and very difficult to teach to a field
school with the necessary precision. A descriptive approach to typology with any number
of inclusive types would allow analysis to take place on a single form.
A total of five broad artifact categories was created (button, ceramic, glass, nails,
and miscellaneous) that ensured that every artifact on every site would be able to be
classified, while a total of 88 very specific artifact types were created to clarify what each
48

artifact was (see Table 4.1). These artifact categories and types were used for the 2013
analysis but would be later adapted for use during the 2014 field analyses. Some of the
artifact types were so specific that each had only one artifact count for the entire site (e.g.
Flat Glass Black, or Coarse Earthenware Hand Painted).
Table 4.1

Complete list of all artifact categories and types
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Rather than classifying ceramics by using traditional types, terminology was
designed to avoid any potential identification issues. Terms like “whiteware” and
“redware” were replaced with “Fine Stoneware, Glazed Plain” and “Coarse Earthenware,
Slipped” respectively. This was done as many of the ware classifications are not tied into
concrete definitions (Dunnell 1978:192; Majewski and O’Brien 1987:99, 104-106; Miller
1980:2; Rice 1987:354-355; Sutton and Arkush 2009:206), which can lead to inconsistent
classifications. Rather than relying on problematic categories, we used a steel blade to
scratch the paste of the ceramic to determine if the ceramic had a hardness of above or
below 5.5 which would determine its level of vitrification; ceramics that had a hardness
below 5.5 were classified as earthenware, and those higher than 5.5 as stoneware
(Majewski and O’Brien 1987:113-114; Rice 1987:355-357; Sutton and Arkush
2009:206). Additionally we chose to classify all sherds thicker than 5 mm as coarse, and
those thinner than 5 mm as fine.
The disadvantage of this method, of course, is that whiteware and redware are
informative classifications that also reflect periods of time; they are diagnostic artifacts,
even if those dates are very broad (as in the case of whiteware, which was first massproduced in the 1830s and is still in production today [Brown 1982:6]). Because some of
the broader diagnostic categories were relinquished, a more prominent role was placed on
diagnostic decorations such as transfer printed, which was a technique used on various
wares from 1755 – 1860 (Brown 1982:2; Majewski and O’Brien 1987:142; Maples
1998:109-110), and banded, which also was used on various wares from 1780 – 1930
(Brown 1982:6; Maples 1998:109-110, 112). By using temporal indicators based on
decoration, we were able to create well-defined artifact types, and we were able to
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maintain the ability to date the site based on the artifact assemblage. Ceramics were not
the only diagnostic artifacts used, as other artifacts supplied dates as well.
Ceramics were categorized in this way to ensure uniformity in analysis;
definitions with measurable characteristics exist for every ceramic term used in this
project allowing any archaeologist (historical or prehistorical) to be able to easily classify
artifacts. An added benefit of dealing with 19th and 20th century sites is that they can be
temporally tracked based on a number of sources and materials (historic records, nails,
plastics, coins, glass, etc.), meaning that many of the immeasurable folk categories can be
left behind.
Glass was categorized according to color, which can often be viewed as
problematic because color does not represent the function of the glass or its mode of
production, and color is often categorized inconsistently (Jones and Sullivan 1989:12,
13). Colors were used, despite their shortcomings, as categorizations for one primary
reason; the glass present at the sites was so fragmented that very few other diagnostic
features (seams, closures, or makers marks) could be noted. To compensate for the
inconsistencies in individuals’ perceptions of colors, the broadest color categories were
used. Despite an attempt to stay away from misleading categorizations, both amber and
brown were used as descriptors for glass; amber glass was categorized as having more
yellow tint than brown, while brown class was categorized as having a deeper, more
opaque tint. The use of color over other means of categorization does not diminish the
quality of the analysis or the temporal framework; color as a dating technique can be very
informative (Fike 1987:13; Gillio et al. 1980:18; Rosenburg and Kvietok 1981:28).
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The entire assemblage from JZ1 was analyzed by one person, ensuring a uniform
artifact classification, and was classified according to the comprehensive list of artifact
types (refer back to Table 4.1). As noted earlier, site JZ1 had a total of 832 collection
units, 820 of which produced artifacts; a number of units did not produce artifacts, while
some bags were either misplaced or mislabeled; the number of misplaced or mislabeled
bags is unfortunate, but considering the number of positive units and overall artifacts, we
have enough data to compensate for the loss. A total of 25,941 artifacts were collected
and analyzed from JZ1, making the average artifacts per unit 31. Overall, the analysis of
artifacts from site JZ1 took a total of 86 hours to accomplish over 19 days in February,
March, April, and May of 2014; this does not include the time that it took the student
workers to clean and rebag the artifacts. Considering that the collection consisted of 820
bags and 25,941 artifacts, the lab methods (most notably the classifications) proved to be
very efficient.
Based on the analysis of artifacts from JZ1, a field analysis form was created to
ensure that the subsequent work during the 2014 field season would proceed without
incident, and without a duplication of work (refer back to Figure 3.16). After analyzing
the data from all 88 artifact types it was deemed appropriate to proceed with only 75
artifact types during the 2014 field season. This downsizing was done because many of
the artifact types did not provide data concerning occupation age or function, and all had
very small artifact counts (less than 10). These artifacts were folded into other categories
to simplify the field sheet. Despite downsizing the total number of artifact types, the
category “Toys” was added to the analysis because their presence can be used to derive
function and occupation age at sites.
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CHAPTER V
ARTIFACT OVERVIEW
JZ1 2013 / Controlled Surface Collection
As previously stated, JZ1 produced a total of 25,941 artifacts from 820 positive
collection units. Of the 88 total artifact types designated for the analysis of artifacts from
JZ1, only a total of 59 were occupied (see Table 5.1); a total of 29 artifact types were not
found during fieldwork, but it was fortunate to have the extraneous artifact types to
ensure that all of the possible artifacts could be categorized.
The ten most populated artifact types were: Curved Clear Glass (13,423), Curved
Brown Glass (2,338), Plastic (1,943), Curved Aqua Glass (1,241), Flat Clear Glass
(1,237), Brick Fragments (1,159), Fabric (673), Curved Green Glass (532), Metal (388),
and Flat Aqua Glass (313) (see Figure 5.1). Curved clear glass accounted for 51.7% of
the entire population and had a count almost 6 times higher than the second-most
populated artifact type. At the time of analysis, it was unknown whether all of the clear
curved glass was associated with the tenant farm or if it was associated with the nearby
road; after the analysis of all three sites, it seems clear that the glass belonged to JZ1, as
the other two sites did not have as much clear glass but were also in proximity to the road
(refer back to Figure 3.1); therefore, the clear curved glass was not trash from the road.
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Table 5.1

Total artifact counts found at JZ1 during the 2013 complete surface
collection
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Figure 5.1

Ten most populated artifact types

While the site was originally bounded at 84 m by 56 m (a total of 4,704 square
meters), portions of the northern and eastern site were not collected because there were
no visible surface artifacts, leaving the area of the site that was analyzed at 64 m by 52 m
(a total of 3,328 square meters) (see Figure 5.2). After the completion of the analysis, a
heat map was made showing the density of each 2x2m collection area (see Figure 5.3).
This map shows that the majority of artifacts were clustered along the eastern border of
the collected area; the northern, southern, and western parts of the site did not yield high
artifact concentrations.
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Figure 5.2

Area of JZ1 analyzed shaded in grey

Figure 5.3

Heat map showing the density of artifacts across JZ1

This high concentration of artifacts is potentially informative concerning the
manner of refuse disposal used by tenant farmers in the YRB. It has been documented
that refuse was disposed of in a number of different ways during the Historic period:
deposition in a communal dump (Holland 1990:66), burial in a privy (Buchner 1992:68;
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Drucker et al. 1983:39; Hahn et al. 1994:118, 180; Holland 1990:66; South 1977:47-47,
65), storage in an unused structure (Drucker et al. 1983:42, 50, 51; South 1977:53, 56), or
indiscriminate scattering out of the back or side door of the residential structure (Drucker
et al. 1983:50; Hahn et al. 1994:155; South 1977:48, 51-52). In the case of JZ1, the
structures were shotgun style houses which would only have had a front and back door.
Because there is refuse over such a large area, it is improbable that the residents were
using a communal dump, and it seems unlikely that the residents were scattering the
refuse in the yard considering the amount of broken (or breakable) glass present, which
would have presented a hazard. It is likely that the residents had either repurposed a
structure to hold refuse (which was scattered upon demolition), or were burying it;
because we did not excavate the site, it is not possible to determine whether the residents
were storing, or burying their garbage. However, the concentration on the western edge
of JZ1 could represent artifacts associated with a now-demolished structure or other
surface feature and/or artifacts being displaced by plowing from a sub-surface feature.
Photos were taken at JZ1 to attempt to assess the effectiveness of identifying
artifacts through photos rather than collection (refer back to Chapter 3). While some
artifacts can be seen in the photos, an initial examination found that the photos would
likely not prove to be effective as a sampling strategy. Ground visibility was high during
the fieldwork, but it had not rained in the area for a considerable amount of time and the
lighter sediments obscured many of the artifacts. Additionally, the resolution of the
photos is just not sharp enough to be able to identify artifact types with any clarity. Many
artifacts like glass show up well in photos, but other artifacts lacking in luster (nails,
ceramics, etc.) are well camouflaged. Figure5.4 highlights artifact locations and shows
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why identifying artifacts from photos is unrealistic under less-than-perfect conditions. It
is likely for the best that this sampling strategy did not seem to work, as Heilen and
Altschul (2013:130-131) demonstrated that the use of photography as an analysis
technique often results in errors, so that many less common artifact types can be
misidentified (2013:130-131).

Figure 5.4

The location of surface artifacts circled in red

There were a number of artifacts found across JZ1 that were at one time part of
the same artifact but had been broken by some mechanical means (plowing, freezing,
etc.) and the pieces were distributed across the site. A total of 17 individual artifacts were
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found that refit back into three objects (see Figure 5.5 for a distribution map). Two of the
artifacts were broken pieces of a steam valve, two other artifacts were halves of a frosted
marble, and the remaining thirteen artifacts were fragments of a plate belonging to the
Homer Laughlin Castilian Coventry Collection. Pieces of the plate were found in 13
different collection areas (refer back to Figure 5.5), making it the most prolific refit
artifact noted across JZ1; the dinnerware was produced between 1970 and 1972
(Gonzalez 2002:70-71) with a design that is highly visible based on its distinct color and
pattern (see Figure 5.6). While most of the duplicate artifacts and refits are clustered in
the artifact dense center of the site (refer back to Figure 5.3), the few outliers show that
post-deposition artifact distribution is conditioned by active and historic agriculture at the
site.

Figure 5.5

Distribution of duplicate artifacts across site JZ1
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Figure 5.6

Example of the Homer Laughlin Castilian Coventry Collection Dinnerware
found at site JZ1.

NOTE:

Image accessed 01/23/2017 from:

https://s-media-cache-ak0.pinimg.com/736x/62/62/6f/62626f24a9c0fceb8fe6759d020034c9.jpg

One of the difficulties in dating sites like these is that often times the occupations
are so short-lived, or so recent, that diagnostic artifacts actually have a wider temporal
range than the actual duration of the occupations. Whiteware, for instance, came into
widespread use during the 1830s and is still used and being added to archaeological
assemblages today (Brown 1982:6), but we know that the sites did not exist in the 1830s
and they are not in use today, so whiteware is not an effective diagnostic tool here. By
using many traditional artifact types as temporally significant artifacts, we are getting
less-refined temporal data than we would if we relied solely on community information.
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Dates were gathered by looking at certain artifacts’ manufacturing or patent dates,
logos, bottle marks, decoration, and other potential sources of chronological information.
Because many items could have been used beyond their normal use-life or were recycled
(especially on low-income tenant farms where money for new items was not plentiful),
the presumed terminus ante quem (TAQ) date is 1986 when the site was demolished. Of
the 25,941 collected artifacts, 22,606 artifacts produced usable terminus post quem (TPQ)
dates (see Table 5.2). TPQ dates at their broadest range from 1705 to 1977 with a large
proportion of the dates being in the 19th and 20th centuries. It is unknown if the artifact
types with TPQ’s that precede the popularization of tenant farming in the YRB represent
an earlier occupation at the site, or curated artifacts, or if they were artifacts used for only
a portion of their temporal range.
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Table 5.2

Artifact types and their corresponding date ranges

“P” equals Present

There are a number of reasons why there are artifacts that predate tenant farming
in the YRB (late 1860s) and those are: that the artifacts were deposited by the Choctaw
who owned the land prior to 1830 (Saikku 2005:85; U.S. Government 1830:310); that the
artifacts were deposited after the popularization of tenant farming but before their TAQ
or site abandonment (whichever came last); or that the artifacts were used for a period of
time longer than their date range would indicate. Given that nine out of ten of the artifact
types with a TPQ that predates tenant farming also has a TAQ within the tenant farming
range (late 1860s to 1986), it is likely that the artifacts were deposited by the tenant
farmers at the site. The only artifact type that has a TAQ that predates tenant farming is
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Transfer Printed Ceramics (TAQ 1860), so it is probable that the artifacts (n=65) were
deposited after their TAQ; i.e., they were curated objects.
There is another approach to dating sites that may be useful here, and that is the
ratios of certain artifacts. One of those useful ratios is the proportion of cut to wire nails.
According to Adams (2002:85), and assuming that the tenant farms were supplied with
American goods rather than British goods, the presence of wire nails at JZ1 indicates a
construction period after 1884. The fact that 37% of the nails at JZ1 were cut and 63%
were wire would indicate construction at some point between 1880 and 1899 (Adams
2002:81-85), which is corroborated by Young’s (1991:13) work showing that wire nails
were not generally manufactured for construction until 1877. Compiling this information,
it is logical to assume that the structure at JZ1 was built between 1884 and 1899. Others
have stated that sites containing more wire nails than cut nails date to after 1900 (Orser et
al. 1987:549-558) but these studies often fail to take into account the popular distribution
of wire nails (Adams 2002:70). Of course, nails could be reused over time.
Having potentially nailed down the construction date, it may be useful to look at
those artifacts that signify the later stages of the site’s occupation. Some of those artifacts
include coins (date range of coins found is from 1958 to 1977), aluminum cans (1959present – Busch 1981:100), pull tabs (1962-1983 – Busch 1981:101; Maxwell 1993:96,
107, 110), twist-off crown caps (1970-present – Rock 1990:16), and the Homer Laughlin
Castilian Coventry Collection tableware (1970-1972 – Gonzalez 2002:70-71). Compiling
all of these data together, it is highly probable that the site was occupied until the late
1970s or early 1980s, corroborating information supplied by local informants.
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Having probable beginning and end dates of the site, it is now important to look at
the temporal data to see if the site was under continuous occupation or if it experienced
multiple occupations. According to the date ranges listed in Table 5.2, there are a number
of TPQ dates that range from 1880 to 1914, after which the TPQ dates become very
infrequent until 1958. The tenant farm may have been unoccupied from the 1910s to the
1950s, but this is improbable for two main reasons. The first reason is that tenant farming
and sharecropping increased slightly during the depression years (U.S. Census Bureau
1975:465-466), so it is unlikely that a landlord would lose occupants during this time
period. The second reason why JZ1 was likely occupied is that if it were not occupied, it
would have fallen into disrepair and would not have been habitable in the late 1950s. For
these reasons it seems highly likely that JZ1 was first occupied at sometime between
1880 and 1899, and likely remained occupied until the early 1980s. Changes in trash
disposal patterns and/or in the number of occupants also could explain temporal
fluctuations in the number of artifacts, including diagnostics, at the site.
JZ2 2014 / Transect Analysis
JZ2 produced 1,016 artifacts from only three collection transects comprising 462
square meters; as discussed earlier, JZ2 was analyzed by looking at three different
transects that crossed the site, accounting for a 20 percent sample of the total site surface
area (refer back to Figure 3.15). Of the 80 total artifact types designated before work
began, only a total of 33 were present (see Table 5.3 and Figure 5.7).
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Table 5.3

Total artifact counts found at JZ2 during the transect analysis

Figure 5.7

All artifact types found at JZ2
65

The ten most populated artifact types were: Brick Fragments (530), Curved Clear
Glass (133), Flat Clear Glass (84), Fine Stoneware Plain Glazed (59), Fine Earthenware
Plain Glazed (40), Curved Aqua Glass (32), Plastic (26), Curved Brown Glass (15), Flat
Opaque Glass (12), and Curved Green Glass (10) (see Figure 5.8).

Figure 5.8

Ten most populated artifact types

As noted earlier, the three transects were two meters wide and ran from north to
south. One transect (central) ran through the center of the site and the other two were
spaced 10 m to either side of the central transect. Because the site was an oval, the central
transect was longer than the other two at 81 meters, with the flanking transects being 75
meters long. This meant that the central transect encompassed 162 square meters, while
flanking transects each had 150 square meters.
The central transect had a total assemblage of 404 artifacts or 39.8 percent of the
total; the eastern transect had 382 artifacts (37.6 percent), and the western transect had
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230 artifacts (22.6 percent) (see Table 5.4). After calculating the number of artifacts per
square meter in each transect, the eastern transect was the densest, with 2.55 artifacts per
square meter, the central transect was close behind with 2.49 artifacts per square meter,
and the western transect was far below with 1.53 artifacts per square meter. With the
tenant house thought to be positioned just to the west of the farm road (refer back to
Figures 3.3 to 3.5 and Figure 3.15) it makes sense that the denser areas of the site exist
closer to the road, rather than further into the agricultural field.
Table 5.4

Artifact type percentage before and after compensating for transect area

While there are a number of diagnostic artifacts at JZ2, dating the site is
significantly more difficult than JZ1 because the number and type of artifacts present at
JZ2 are much lower. For instance, where JZ1 could use the proportion of wire to cut
nails, work at JZ2 did not recover a single nail.
Of the 1,016 total artifacts recovered, 348 were able to produce usable date ranges
(see Table 5.5). The TPQ dates range from 1755 to 1914, with the majority of them
coming from the later decades of the 19th century. At first glance this would indicate that
the site fell into disuse well before the demolition of the structures in 1986, but the date
ranges of the artifacts may suggest that the site was occupied up until its demolition. It is
unclear if the issue in exactly dating this structure is linked to its smaller assemblage, or
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if the site was in fact unoccupied during the second half of the 20th century, even if a
building remained standing.
Table 5.5

Artifact types and their corresponding date ranges

The bulk of the beginning dates for JZ2 are between 1870 and 1914, meaning that
the site was likely first occupied sometime during that window. Conversely, it is possible
to say that the site was occupied during the first half of the 20th century based on the
presence of certain glass types (solarized, aqua, amber, opaque, and cobalt). It appears
that the site may not have been as heavily occupied as JZ1, or perhaps the site was
abandoned much earlier than JZ1.
JZ3 2014 / Random Surface Analysis
JZ3 produced a total of 4,289 artifacts from 180 positive collection areas over a
total area of 720 square meters. As described earlier, JZ3 was analyzed by random
sampling produced by scattering the site with tennis balls, which allowed for the analysis
of 20% of the site’s total surface area. Of the 80 total artifact types designated before
work began, 50 artifact types were recorded while 30 types were not present (see Table
5.6 and Figure 5.9). The average number of artifacts per unit was just under 24.
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Figure 5.9

All artifact types found at JZ3
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Table 5.6

Total artifact counts found at JZ3 during the random analysis

The ten most populated artifact types were: Curved Clear Glass (1,193), Brick
Fragments (1,158), Flat Clear Glass (272), Plastic (220), Curved Brown Glass (209), Fine
Stoneware Plain Glazed (204), Fine Earthenware Plain Glazed (184), Curved Aqua Glass
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(172), Curved Green Glass (78), and Metal (73) (see Figure 5.10). The top ten most
populated artifact types at JZ3 are very similar to those at JZ1 and JZ2; without getting
into the statistics of the research yet, this indicates that the three sites are similar in both
time period and function.

Figure 5.10

Ten most populated artifact types

Of the total 4,289 artifacts recovered at the site, a total of 2,475 artifacts are
associated with a temporal range (see Table 5.7). The TPQ dates range from 1705 to
1940, with the highest number of dates occurring in the second half of the 19th century.
As is the case with JZ1 and JZ2, it is unknown if the TPQ dates that are prior to the
popularization of tenant farming in the YRB are representative of earlier occupation at
the site, or if the artifacts were used during the later phase of their date range.
Unlike JZ2, there was a small assemblage of nails recovered from JZ3, which can
be used to attempt a construction date. Cut nails (n=13) represent 22% of the nails, and
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wire nails (n=45) represent 78%. While the numbers are low, the 20% random sampling
used at the site should ensure that the proportions are representative of the entire site.
Using Adams’ (2002:85) model, a proportion of 22% cut nails likely means that the
structure at JZ3 was constructed between 1890 and 1899.
The date range gathered from the ratio of cut nails to wire nails indicates
construction in the last decade of the 19th century while the high number of diagnostic
artifacts indicates heavy occupation in the first half of the 20th century, and possibly later.
Table 5.7

Artifact types and their corresponding date ranges

JZ1 2014 / General Surface Analysis
The fieldwork done at JZ1 during the 2014 field season produced a total of 482
artifacts over 4,704 square meters (the same site area used during the 2013 field season at
JZ1). JZ1 was revisited in 2014 by sending 10 field workers into the site and giving each
a total of 6 minutes to record artifacts on their field forms; this allowed for a total of oneperson hour to be spent on the site, a reasonable time for a single professional
archaeologist. Of the 80 total artifact types designated before work began, 27 artifact
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types contained artifacts while 53 types were not present (see Table 5.8 and Figure 5.11);
this low number of present categories was a sharp decrease from the previous work.
Table 5.8

Total artifact counts found at JZ1 during the analysis

73

Figure 5.11

All artifact types found at JZ1

The ten most populated artifact types were: Curved Clear Glass (189), Brick
Fragments (63), Curved Brown Glass (37), Flat Clear Glass (37), Plastic (29), Fine
Earthenware Plain Glazed (24), Curved Aqua Glass (17), Metal (14), Fine Stoneware
Plain Glazed (10), and Curved Green Glass (9) (see Figure 5.12). The top ten artifacts
recovered from JZ1 are the same as those recovered from JZ3, but the order of a few of
the types is changed. This implies a similarity in both site purpose and time period. While
many of the top ten most populated types are similar for both field seasons at JZ1 (2013
and 2014), the 2014 field season saw an increase in fine glazed ceramics (both stoneware
and earthenware), while the 2013 season collected more aqua colored glass, and fabric.
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Figure 5.12

Ten most populated artifact types

Of the 482 total artifacts, a total of 348 produced usable TPQ dates that range
from 1755 to 1940 (see Table 5.9). As with JZ2, no nails were noted during the 2014
field analysis at JZ1, which is interesting because the 2013 field season produced 439
identifiable nails.
Table 5.9

Artifact types and their corresponding date ranges

The TPQ dates suggest heavy occupation between 1860 and 1914, and continued
occupation until the middle of the 20th century; the date ranges may also suggest that the
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site was occupied until its demolition, though that is difficult to discern with so few
artifacts. Given what we already know about JZ1 from the 2013 field season, the
diagnostic data from 2014 are much less-refined than those from 2013, which suggest
occupation began between 1880 and 1899 and lasted until the 1980s. Because of the
larger sample size, it is assumed that the date range gathered from 2013 is the more
accurate of the two.
Artifact Overview of All Sites
The temporal range of the tenant sites are fairly similar, indicating first
occupations happening in the late 19th century with heavy site use until the middle of 20th
century, and probable use until the 1980s. The diagnostic artifacts from JZ1 2013 found
that the site was first occupied between 1880 and 1899, and was likely occupied
continuously until the 1980s. JZ2 was likely first occupied between the 1870s and 1914,
and was occupied through the first half of the 20th century and possibly later. The
artifacts from JZ3 indicate first occupation between 1890 and 1899, and occupation
throughout the first half of the 20th century and possibly later. Lastly, the artifacts from
JZ1 2014 indicated that the site was first occupied between 1860 and 1914, and
occupation lasted there until the middle of the 20th century and possibly later (though we
have more refined temporal data from JZ1 2013). It is difficult to pin down end dates for
these sites because many of the artifacts that were recovered are still in use today, but we
do however know that some of the houses were still occupied in the 1970s and all were
demolished in 1986. The temporal data from JZ1 2013 are more refined because the
analysis took place in a lab where more information could be gathered from the artifacts;
because of this we know that JZ1 was one of the houses occupied in the 1970s.
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Overall, each site had very different artifact totals ranging from 482 to 25,941
(see Table 5.10), which would seem to indicate that the sites differ in terms of function,
or occupation. However, these differences in assemblage size have more to do with
sampling strategy than artifact density.
Table 5.10

Artifact type totals for all sites

Patterns begin to emerge when the presence and absence of artifact types (Table
5.11) is examined across sites. Overall, 74 artifact types were used to compare presence
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and absence at every site. Of the 74 artifact types used, 40 matched across all four field
sites, which means that in terms of presence and absence, all four sites have a 54%
similarity. Looking deeper into presence and absence of artifact types, we can compare
the individual sites against each other and, in so doing, the sites appear to be more similar
(see Table 5.12). When comparing individual sites the similarity percentages range
between 66 and 85 percent, which would seem to indicate that, despite having vastly
different total artifact counts, the sites are similar in terms of richness and evenness. This
corroborates the idea that all three sites are temporally and functionally similar.
Table 5.11

The presence and absence of artifact types at all sites

Table 5.12

The percentage each site had in common in terms of the presence and
absence of artifact types
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It can be useful to examine assemblages based on the presence and absence of
artifacts based on their stylistic and functional traits. If different sites have assemblages
that share a number of stylistic and functional traits then they can be assumed to be
similar in terms of function, occupational duration, or household members. The sites
appear to be very similar based on the stylistic traits (as observed in Table 5.13) with
noticeably more deviation in functional traits (Table 5.14). The deviation in functional
traits may be due to slight differences in occupational duration or the composition of
household members, while the stylistic similarities appear to show that the sites used very
similar technologies.
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Table 5.13

Similarity of sites based on stylistic traits

Table 5.14

Similarity of sites based on functional traits
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One particular artifact category that is useful to look at in terms of presence is
toys. Toys would seem to indicate children, which would indicate habitation as this is the
place where children were most likely to play with toys. Toys would have generally not
been permitted at school, church, or the workplace (if they happened to have one). Based
on this supposition, it is likely that the presence of toys at JZ1 and JZ3 indicates
habitation. No toys were recovered from JZ2, which may indicate that the site had a
separate purpose but given that the assemblages are otherwise very similar, it would
appear that JZ2 also was a house site.
Examining the percentage of certain artifacts against the total assemblage is
another way to compare sites. Two artifact types that were compared across the site were
window and container glass. Each site had a total percentage of window glass that was
between 8 and 35 percent, and a percentage of container glass between 65 and 92 (see
Table 5.13). The window glass indicates that each site had a structure on the premise,
while the container glass indicates that activities carried out included food and drink
preparation and consumption. Higher amounts of container glass may indicate that a site
was occupied either for a longer time or more heavily, or it may indicate that more food
and drink items were being purchased off-site rather than being produced at the site.
From these glass data, two things are clear: each site had a structure with windows (likely
habitable), and occupants at each site were involved in food preparation and
consumption.
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Table 5.15

Percent of all glass in terms of its classification as container or window

Deriving function from glass color is difficult as most glass colors had a general
applicability to medicine, alcohol and other beverages, food, cosmetics, and tableware
(with some exceptions that are not immediately discernable in this collection).
Accordingly, it isn’t possible to derive more specific functions from glass, but it is
interesting to note that most of the percentages for the glass colors are fairly similar (see
Table 5.14) which would appear to suggest that the sites have similar functions and
occupation span.
Table 5.16

Percentage of glass as defined by color

Another comparison is made by looking at the percentage of earthenware and
stoneware at the sites (see Table 5.15). Sites JZ1 2013, JZ2, and JZ3 had similar
percentages of earthenware (42 to 46%), and stoneware (53 to 57%), but site JZ1 2014
differed significantly. JZ1 2014 found earthenware at 70.5% of the total ceramic
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assemblage, and stoneware at 29.5%. This different ratio of earthenware to stoneware
could normally be reflective of different occupation periods, or economic status, but
because the site was sampled twice (once in 2013 and again in 2014), the samples may
just reflect where analysis took place at the site.
Table 5.17

Percentage of ceramics defined by its classification

The comparison of fineware to coarseware is another worthwhile comparison as
the perceived function of the ceramics can provide further evidence concerning the
function of a site. Fineware during the 20th century was typically tableware, while
coarseware was generally used for food storage, food preparation, building materials, or
agricultural purposes. All of the field investigations found that fineware was present at
much higher percentages than coarseware. Fineware accounted for 83.8 to 97.7 percent of
the ceramic assemblages, while coarseware accounted for 2.3 to 16.2 percent (see Table
5.16). These percentages would suggest that all three of the site’s ceramic assemblages
were primarily dedicated to food consumption, which would add weight to the idea that
these structures were habitations.
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Table 5.18

Percentage of Fineware and Coarseware

From this work, a few things become clear. The sites apparently were all initially
occupied between 1870 and 1899, and continuously occupied throughout the first half of
the 20th century. JZ1 was likely occupied until the early 1980s, and JZ2 and JZ3 were
probably occupied then as well, though the evidence to support that claim is weaker.
Also, it is clear based on the presence of window glass, bricks, and nails that each site
had a structure, and (because of the presence of fine ceramics and container glass) each
structure had a partial function in food preparation and consumption meaning that the
structures were likely domestic, corroborating the testimony of Leo Murphree, Jr.

84

CHAPTER VI
STATISTICS
Statistics from JZ1
Because this thesis poses the question of how to investigate historic tenant
farmsteads more efficiently, one approach that was selected for was testing how large of
a site sample is needed before the sample becomes representative of the whole, at least
for surface assemblages, which in plowed fields are a main source of data for Phase I
significance assessments. In order to determine this, different percentages of the
assemblage were randomly sampled and then run through a series of t-tests which
compared them to the entire assemblage. Of the 88 total artifact types used for the
analysis of JZ1, 59 were found to have at least one artifact and were included in the
analysis.
T-tests are useful here because they are designed to determine the difference in
the means of two populations (Drennan 2010:153; Field et al. 2012:368-369). T-tests are
hypothetical tests which produce a value (p) that indicates whether the null hypothesis is
confirmed or rejected. The null hypothesis is that the means of the samples are equal,
while the alternative hypothesis is that the two samples have different means. A p-value
equal to or greater than 0.05 supports the null hypothesis, and a p-value under 0.05
confirms the alternative hypothesis.

85

In order to compile the random samples used for comparative testing a randomly
generated number was attached to each of the 832 data entries in the JZ1 artifact catalog;
despite having only 820 positive collection areas, a total of 832 were surveyed and
therefore used for the statistical analysis. The 832 random numbers reset at every
keystroke ensuring that the data would not be organized the same way twice. After each
data entry had a random number it was sorted based on the size of the random number;
samples were then taken from the organized data at 5 percent intervals ranging from 5 to
50 percent. These samples were compared to the entire assemblage at JZ1 2013 to see if
they are statistically similar. Each sample was run against the entire site assemblage
assuming unequal variance. The results of the t-tests can be found in Table 6.1.
Despite showing a normal trend, the t-tests were run again with different random
samples to ensure that the random samples were not returning anomalous data. The
results of both t-tests can be found in Table 6.1.
When viewed side by side the results from both random samples display very
similar results which would appear to show that each random sampling performed as
expected and did not return anomalous data or Type I errors.
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Table 6.1

t-test results showing how samples compared to the entire assemblage from
two separate random samples

The five percent random sample returned p-values less than 0.05 meaning that the
mean of the sample and the population were not equal. The same can be said for the ten
percent sample. The 15 percent sample proved to be the first interval that was statistically
significant to the assemblage with a p-value exceeding 0.05. This signifies that the means
of the sample and the population were statistically similar; the 15 percent samples were
representative of the entire assemblage and therefore it would appear that any sample
over 15 percent is redundant. This trend continues as the interval of the random sample
increases to 50 percent. Because the 15 percent sample is the lowest number that
produced a statistically similar sample, a 15 percent sample is needed to achieve
representativeness of an entire site.
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This result is significant because it shows that the amount of work required to get
a complete picture of a tenant farm assemblage using a controlled surface collection is a
15 percent sample. This has the potential to drastically cut down the amount of work
required at each site.
Statistics from all Sites
Because this thesis is attempting to find more efficient techniques for dealing with
modern tenant farming sites with high density surface scatters, the results from the 2014
field methods (each with a different sampling strategy) needed to be tested against the
control site, JZ1 2013. T-tests were again chosen as the most appropriate statistical test
for this.
In order to be able to run the tests, all of the data had to be organized in the same
way so that the t-test would compare the correct artifact type means against each other.
To accomplish this organization, only the artifact types that were used at all four
investigations were used; for instance, aluminum can fragments were analyzed at JZ1
2013, but during the second field season they were counted as metal. Rather than delete
this data, the artifact types that were not quantified at every site were folded into the
closest matching type. For instance, “Toys, Plastic” were included with “Plastic”, and
“Aluminum Can Fragments” were included with “Metal”. Additionally, all of the artifact
types with a zero sum at every site were removed.
After the data had been properly organized, the entire assemblages were run
through a series of t-tests that compared each assemblage to the control site JZ1 2013.
The results from the t-tests are located in Table 6.2.
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Table 6.2

t-test results comparing sites from the second field season to site JZ1 2013

Examining the t-test results shows that when compared to site JZ1 2013, each site
returned a p-value exceeding the 0.05 acceptance level thus confirming the null
hypothesis that the means of the samples were statistically similar. These results would
appear to indicate that each of the three field methods (random sampling, transect
analysis, and general surface analysis) produced data that are representative of a 100
percent total surface collection.
Given the positive results from the t-tests another round of t-tests was run, this
time comparing all of the sites to each other rather than just comparing them to JZ1 2013.
The results of these tests can be found in Table 6.3.
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Table 6.3

t-test results comparing all of the sites

The results from these t-tests shows that site JZ3 2014 is not equal to JZ1 2014
and JZ2 2014. Perhaps the smaller assemblages were not comparable to each other,
despite being comparable to the control site. At this time it is unknown why the
assemblages appear to differ.
Because JZ1 2013 was 100 percent collected using a controlled surface collection,
these results would indicate that a 20 percent sample from a transect analysis or random
sampling, and a one-person hour general surface analysis are adequate field methods for
tenant farmsteads in the YRB.
Statistics Overview
Overall, the results from the statistical tests are incredibly encouraging. These
results show that all of the sampling strategies used in 2014 produced results that were
significantly similar to the control population of JZ1 2013 which was 100 percent
collected. What we have also shown is that when compared to the entire assemblage,
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randomly sampled portions of the assemblage can be statistically similar to the whole
beginning at just 15 percent samples (refer back to Tables 6.1).
Based on these data, tenant farm sites with dense surface collections can arguably
be collected at 15 percent and have an assemblage that is representative of the entire site;
further work should be conducted in other test cases to ensure that 15 percent is in fact an
adequate sample size. Additionally, a one-person-hour general surface inspection (JZ1
2014), a 20 percent transect analysis (JZ2), and a 20 percent random sampling (JZ3) are
considered statistically similar to the control sample (refer back to Table 6.2). This is
notable because not only have we shown that different (and smaller) percentages can be
sampled in lieu of the whole, but different sampling strategies can be as effective at
addressing these sites.
Despite showing promising initial results, not all tenant farmsteads are equal.
They vary in size, number of structures, time period, and the density of the artifact
assemblage. This study has looked at three temporally similar, high-density tenant sites
(through four sampling strategies) on a single property in the YRB. The results indicated
above cannot be projected onto tenant farmstead complexes that deviate from this pattern
but the processes undertaken here can be tested at different tenant farmstead complexes.
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CHAPTER VII
HISTORIC DOCUMENT RESEARCH
Because tenant farmsteads existed in the very recent past, historic records are
often available that can be accessed to provide information about the properties where
tenant farms once stood. It is possible that the information gathered from historic
document research can provide redundant, complimentary, or contradictory information
when compared to the archaeological record (Galloway 2006; Holland 1990:69; Little
2007:29-31; Peacock and Patrick 1997:11-12, 16-17; Schuyler 1978:270; Wilson
1990:23-24). Historic document research was conducted for this project in an attempt to
ascertain if the data gathered from the document records and the archaeology are similar.
If both data sets lead to similar understandings of the property and its occupants, it might
be possible to minimize the amount of work needed to address these resources.
In order to carry out this document research, the original purchasers of the
property were determined through a search of the Bureau of Land Management Patent
search, and the current property owner was found with a search of the Leflore County
online tax assessor’s records (provided through Tri-State Consulting Services, Inc.). The
remaining information was gathered from the Leflore County Chancery Clerks Office in
Greenwood, MS.
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Land Ownership
The property that encapsulates our project area was originally under the
ownership of the Choctaw Nation until 1830 when it was ceded under treaty to the
federal government (Saikku 2005:85; U.S. Government 1830:310). The land remained
under federal ownership for only a few years before being sold by the General Land
Office to Thomas Freeland and Smith Coffee Daniell II on November 16th, 1835
(recorded on February 27th, 1841) (U.S. Bureau of Land Management 1841).
Thomas Freeland was born on June 6th, 1788 in Maryland (see Figure 7.1). He
moved to Claiborne County Mississippi in 1800 with his father Frisby Freeland. Thomas
was married three times (Emily Jane Willis married 1813, Sarah Greenfield Skinner
married 1820, and Lavinia Skinner married 1828) and had eight children according to the
1850 census (U.S. Census 1850b). Thomas Freeland was listed as a “Planter” who had a
total real estate value of $20,000 dollars in 1850 (U.S. Census 1850b). He resided in
District No. 1 in Claiborne County at Retreat Plantation. We know that as of 1846,
Thomas Freeland was farming and renting out parts of his properties for pasture (Smedes
and Marshall 1847:413). According to the 1850 slave schedule Freeland had 44 slaves
ranging in age from six months to 45 years old (U.S. Census 1850h). All of the slaves
were male which is odd, but Thomas’ son had 65 slaves who were both male and female
(U.S. Census 1850h); perhaps the Freeland family was using a shared labor pool. Thomas
Freeland died on January 5th, 1856 and was buried at Daniell Cemetery (also known as
Windsor Cemetery, or Freeland Cemetery) in Claiborne County (Sanders 2014:16-18).
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Figure 7.1

Gravestone of Thomas Freeland

Smith Coffee Daniell II, the other name on the original land patent, was born
October 10th, 1826 (see Figure 7.2) in Mississippi to Smith Coffee Daniell I and Priscilla
Skinner (Maddox 1971). Daniell was married to his cousin Catherine Freeland (who was
Thomas Freeland’s daughter, see Figure 7.3) and the two had six children together (U.S.
Census 1850c). Daniell focused his interests on land holding and farming and eventually
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his total owned real estate was 21,000 acres (Maddox 1971). To better protect and
oversee his vast properties, Daniell studied law at the University of Virginia (Maddox
1971). Daniell built one of the largest estates in the South which was referred to as
Windsor; Windsor was a five floor (basement, three residential floors, and an attic), 23
room mansion which cost $175,000 to build (Maddox 1971). Daniell imported craftsmen
from New England and building materials from St. Louis but the mansion was primarily
built by his slaves. According to the 1860 slave schedule (which was conducted just a
year before Daniell’s death on April 12th, 1861) Daniell had a total of 150 slaves (two of
which were fugitives as of June 14th, 1860) ranging in age from just a month old to 100
years with the average age being 34 (U.S. Census 1860b); it is highly likely that the ages
of the slaves were exaggerated as Daniell claimed to have had nine slaves over the age of
80, though it is unknown by whom or to what end the ages were fabricated.

Figure 7.2

Gravestone of Smith Coffee Daniell II
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Figure 7.3

Gravestone of Catherine S. Williams

According to a search with the Bureau of Land Management, the two men made
15 land purchases together in what is now Leflore County, totaling approximately 2320
acres. Both men were involved in numerous other land purchases (both together and
separately). While all of Daniell’s land acquisitions were in Mississippi, Freeland was
involved in numerous land purchases in Mississippi, Louisiana, Iowa, Wisconsin, Illinois,
Montana and South Dakota. Given that Daniell and Freeland both owned slaves, and both
had listed occupations as planters (a term generally referring to someone who grows a
commercial crop on a large plantation), it is likely that they operated their Mississippi
holdings as agricultural farms, and it may be possible that they rented out the distant
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properties to local farmers. It is however unlikely that they were leasing small portions of
their properties to tenant farmers.
No deed can be found conveying the land from Freeland and Daniell to any other
party so it is not clear for how long Freeland and Daniell held onto the property, or how
they transferred it, but we do know that by 1838 the land was in the possession of
William D. Parker. It should be noted that deeds often held legal title whether they were
recorded with the county or not so owners would often hold onto their deeds rather than
submit them to the county. William D. Parker owned a number of other properties in the
immediate area so it is presumed that Freeland and Daniell sold the land to Parker at
some point between November 1835 and June 1838.
William D. Parker is believed to have been born around 1813 in North Carolina
(U.S. Census 1850a; U.S. Census 1870d:16). Parker was a farmer by occupation with an
estate value of $1,500 in 1850, and $3,200 in 1870 (U.S. Census 1870d:16). In 1850
Parker and his family lived in Carroll County but the slave schedule which was produced
that same year listed Parker as having nine slaves in Coahoma County (U.S. Census
1850g); though the distance is not especially far, it may indicate that Parker lived in
Carroll County, and farmed in Coahoma County. By 1870, Parker had moved from the
YRB to Calhoun County Mississippi. No matter how he came to possess the land,
William D. Parker sold the land to Joseph M. Glover on June 27th, 1838.
Little is known about Joseph Glover, and no deeds exist that pass ownership of
the property from him, but the next deed on record lists a James Glover as property
owner. It is presumed here that Joseph willed the property to James and that is why there
is no deed on record for the change in name.
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James Glover resided in Tippah County Mississippi and was born in South
Carolina between 1804 and 1811 (U.S. Census 1850e; U.S. Census 1870c:9). According
to both the 1850 and 1870 censuses, Glover was a farmer whose estate value rose from
$400 to $2,800 over the two decades (U.S. Census 1850e; U.S. Census 1870c:9). James
Glover sold the property to George A. and May A. Sykes on October 16th, 1843 for the
sum of $3,000.
George Augustus Sykes was born in Virginia in 1805 to parents William Sykes
and Burchette Lundy (Mayfield 2010:11; U.S. Census 1850d). George attended the
University of Pennsylvania before moving to Decatur Alabama in 1834 and ultimately
settling in Aberdeen Mississippi in 1852 (Mayfield 2010:11-12). Sykes was listed on the
1850 census as being a planter whose estate was valued at $40,000 (U.S. Census 1850d).
Sykes applied for a presidential pardon following the Civil War meaning that the United
States government considered Sykes to have been more than just a soldier during the war.
Most confederate soldiers were automatically pardoned by President Andrew Johnson
following the end of the Civil War but many were forced to apply for pardon if they:
were civil or diplomatic officials of the Confederacy, left official posts under the United
States to join the rebellion, were Confederate military officers above the rank of Army
colonel or Navy lieutenant, treated black prisoners of war and their white officers
unlawfully, were graduates of West Point or Annapolis who served as Confederate
officers, were residents of a non-secession state and left for the purpose of aiding the
rebellion, participated in the destruction of commerce at sea or in raids from Canada, had
property valued at more than $20,000, or if they had broken a previous oath of amnesty
(National Archives and Records Administration 1977).
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In the letter asking for Sykes’ pardon it is clear that he was not automatically
pardoned because his estate was valued at an amount higher than $20,000, a charge that
Sykes refutes (U.S. War Department 1867a). Additionally, Sykes claims to have “always
been a Union man – was violently opposed to the war and took no part in it except such
as he was forced to do” (U.S. War Department 1867a). While Sykes may have argued his
estates value, which was valued at $40,000 in 1850, he owned 62 slaves in 1850 and was
known to have owned several thousand acres in Mississippi (Mayfield 2010:12; U.S.
Census 1850d, f); all of these facts would argue that Sykes’ estate was likely in excess of
$20,000.
Sykes lived in Monroe County (on the eastern side of Mississippi) but it is
believed that his slaves were kept in Carroll County which means that Sykes was likely
farming the property rather than renting it out (Mayfield 2010:11-12; U.S. Census 1850d,
f).
George and May Sykes kept the land for a little longer than a year before handing
it off to Nelson B. Jones on December 13th, 1844 in what appears to be a circuit court
settlement out of Yalobusha County. The case appears to be linked to a debt that was
payable by 60,000 pounds of “ginned and bailed cotton equal to a fair average crop” or
$10,500, and a portion of land. The proceedings of the case are unclear but the payment
of cotton further suggests that George and May Sykes were growing cotton at the time of
the judgment, possibly at the property.
Nelson B. Jones was born in Virginia between 1809 and 1811 (U.S. Census
1870b:23). In 1870 Jones lived close to the Aberdeen Mill post office (present day
Monroe County) and had an estate valued at $11,000 (U.S. Census 1870b:23). While
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Jones resided in Monroe County, according to the deed he also had business dealings
related to the cotton trade in Vicksburg, which was likely due to Vicksburg’s proximity
to the Mississippi River, a major shipping river. Jones retained the property for a number
of years before selling it to Jason M. Watt on April 10th, 1853 for $4,400.
Jason M. Watt is believed to have been born between 1819 and 1821 in
Mississippi (U.S. Census 1880a:45). Watt was listed as a farmer and would have been the
first African American owner of the property (U.S. Census 1880a:45). Jason was married
to Winnie and together they had four children (U.S. Census 1880a:45). Watt ended up
losing the property to the state on July 5th, 1869 but then purchased the land back on
January 22nd, 1872 after paying the taxes owed of $479.75. Watt ended up keeping the
land for another decade before selling to Joseph. P. Billups on December 6th, 1883 for the
sum of $1,000. Given Watt’s long tenure of the property and his occupation as a farmer,
it is probable that Watt farmed the property himself and could have leased out small
sections to tenant farmers or sharecroppers.
Joseph P. Billups was born June 25th, 1827 in Georgia before later moving to
Columbus Mississippi in Lowndes County (U.S. Census 1880b:11; U.S. War Department
1927). According to the 1880 census, Billups was a planter which is supported by the fact
that in 1850 he had 83 slaves in Noxubee County (U.S. Census 1850i). Billups fought in
the Civil War as a Captain and Acting Assisting Quartermaster in the 43rd and 44th
Regiments of the Mississippi Infantry (United States War Department 1927). Because
Billups served as a captain, he was not eligible for automatic pardon, and as such he had
to send an amnesty plea to Andrew Johnson (National Archives and Records
Administration 1977). In his plea Billups stated that he often voted in favor of the union
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party preceding secession and that “this state of which I was a citizen, seceded, I was
compelled to yield obedience to the existing land and authority” (United States War
Department 1867b). He later stated that he was conscripted for service by the
Confederate Congress (United States War Department 1867b). Billups died on September
27th, 1887 and is buried at Friendship Cemetery in Columbus.
It is unknown if Billups bought the property to farm it, to live on it, or to hold it as
an investment, but he only retained the property for less than two years before selling it
on July 29th, 1885 to J. P. Henry for $300. Joseph Henry presumably passed the property
to his wife Lavinia Helen Henry as she is the next person who released the property.
Joseph Patrick Henry was born on November 19th, 1824 in North Carolina and
Lavinia Helen was born on March 3rd, 1827 in Mississippi (see Figure 7.4). Henry served
as a 1st Lieutenant in the 6th Mississippi Infantry during the Civil War (see Figure 7.5)
and was presumably automatically pardoned, as he did not file an amnesty plea as Sykes
and Billups did. Joseph married Lavinia Helen at some point before 1860 (U.S. Census
1860a:24). The two lived in Carroll County (and later Leflore County after its formation
in 1871) between 1860 and 1880 (U.S. Census 1860a, 1870a:5, 1880c:12). Joseph was a
physician with an estate value of $63,000 in 1860, and $4,000 in 1870 (U.S. Census
1860a:24, 1870a:5). It is likely that the Civil War was a large reason why the estate was
so diminished, but by 1880 the two had five servants and two farm laborers living with
them (U.S. Census 1880c:12), likely meaning that they had reclaimed at least part of their
estate. Lavinia died on January 27th, 1893, and Joseph died on April 11th, 1898; the two
are buried at Old Greenwood Cemetery.
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Figure 7.4

Gravestone of Lavinia Helen Henry and Joseph Patrick Henry

Figure 7.5

Memorial stone for Joseph Patrick Henry
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Upon Joseph’ s death in 1898, both his and Lavinia’s wills were released and the
property was passed from Lavinia’s estate in seven shares to Mrs. D. W. Henry and her
six children Asa, J. P., Robert, Claude, Pearl, and Louise. Asa C. Henry (also known as
Gus Henry) began buying portions of the land from his siblings between 1901 and 1915.
When conducting historic document research, individual records can often be
connected to form a history of an individual or a family. Connecting multiple documents
to one person can be done by comparing information such as unique names, spouses, skin
color, occupations, birth states, and other relevant information. Unfortunately, the
information available on Asa, J. P., Robert, Claude, Pearl, and Louise varied too much to
allow for much of its use; some forms listed them as black and others as white, and some
forms listed the birth of the father in Texas and some in Tennessee. The only solid
information on the family is that the majority of the siblings lived in Shelby County
Tennessee in the early 1900s. The exception is that Pearl, known in 1915 as Pearl
Gearhiser, was a resident of Leflore County Mississippi. The residence of the individuals
is only known because the deeds transferring ownership to Asa were made in Shelby
County before being transferred to Leflore County for recording.
A. C. Henry and his wife, Mrs. Claudia Holley sold the property to C. S.
Whittington on April 1st, 1936 for the sum of $4,000.
Charles S. Whittington was born sometime between 1895 and 1897 in Mississippi
(U.S. Census 1920, 1930). Whittington resided in Greenwood (U.S. Census 1920, 1930,
1940). In 1920 Whittington owned his own house in Greenwood, with no mortgage, and
was listed as a farm manager who employed others (U.S. Census 1920). It is not clear at
what capacity Whittington employed others. In 1930 Whittington was living on a rented
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property and was listed as a farmer engaged in general farming (U.S. Census 1930); it
may be that Whittington was forced to sell or mortgage his home. By 1930, he and his
wife Mattie had two children, a daughter Joyce and a son Charles (U.S. Census 1930).
The family also had one of Charles’ elderly cousins living with them, as well as a servant
(U.S. Census 1930). In 1940 Whittington was back in an owned house valued at $25,000,
which was listed as a farm (U.S. Census 1940). Charles worked 65 hours during the week
beginning on March 24th, 1940 as a plantation owner who employed others and received
an income larger than $50 from other sources (U.S. Census 1940). The census defines a
plantation as a single farm with over five tenant families working on it (Prunty
1955:462). Based on this definition, it would appear that Whittington owned a farm that
was being worked by a number of tenant farmers. Having purchased a tract of land in
1936 that is known to have had tenant farmsteads, it is not a stretch to assume that there
were already tenant farmers on the property prior to its sale in 1936.
Whittington sold the property along with many others to Supreme, Incorporated
on December 30th, 1957 for $219,312.45.
The company was founded as Supreme Instruments Corporation in 1926 in
Greenwood by Jewell R. Williams (Johnson 1995; “Supreme Instruments”); Supreme
Inc. manufactured many of the instruments needed to test and repair radio equipment
(Johnson 1995; “Supreme Instruments”). We know from the original land informant and
from Leo Murphree Jr. that tenant farmsteads were on the property during the time that
Supreme, Incorporated owned the property. Supreme, Incorporated still owns the
property today.
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Overview of Land Ownership
Considering that tenant farming was not a popular practice in the YRB until the
late 1860s, the first landowner who could have rented to tenant farmers would have been
Jason M. Watt. Watt purchased the property in 1853 and despite forfeiting it to the state
between 1869 and 1872, owned it until 1883. Watt was the first landowner with
documented financial problems and because of that, the prospect of renting out land for
reliable money or crops would have potentially have been a desirable one. Based on the
artifact analysis, both JZ1 and JZ2 may have been first occupied during Jason M. Watt’s
ownership of the property.
Unfortunately, there is little information about the property between 1883 (when
Watt sold the property to Billups) and 1936 (when the Henry family finally relinquished
ownership to C. S. Whittington). What we do know, however, is that in 1940, four years
after purchasing the property, Whittington is listed as a plantation owner on the census. It
may be that Whittington owned a plantation elsewhere and that there were no renters on
the property, but it is incredibly likely that Whittington purchased the land with tenants
already there.
What the records indicate is that tenancy may have begun during the ownership of
Jason M. Watt (1853 – 1883) or while it was owned by a member of the Henry family
(1885 – 1936). Because Billups owned the property for less than two years (1883-1885) it
is unlikely that he would have initiated tenant leases; he likely bought the property with
already established tenants, or passed the property to Henry with no tenants.
While the records provide a rich history of the property’s ownership, and they
allude to tenancy at the property, they at best compliment the archaeological data. In this
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case, the documents could not act as a replacement. In certain circumstances it may be
possible to conduct very thorough historic research to replace the archaeological aspect,
such as detailed ethnographic interviews, research into church records, surviving journals
or ledgers of former property owners, etc. This information may help to detail who
occupied the sites, the duration of the occupations, and the function of the sites. A more
detailed historic document research may make it so that rather than providing
complimentary data, the historic documents may provide redundant data but the workload
would likely be equal or greater to archaeological testing.
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CHAPTER VIII
COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT DATA
Because historic tenant farmsteads are so plentiful across the southeastern states,
this thesis was designed to address whether these resources could be investigated more
efficiently. Previous chapters have already addressed sampling strategies and the use of
differing field methods, but it may also be possible to address these resources through the
use of non-archaeological data sources. Table 8.1 shows what data sources were used and
what problems they were able to address. In examining Table 8.1 it becomes clear that
each data source had differing levels of success in answering questions about the
property.
Table 8.1

Different data sources and the problems each was able to address

The archaeological assemblages were able to answer the most questions about the
property and the inhabitants. The artifact assemblages were able to provide insight into
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the presence, function, occupational duration, density, and orientation of structures, as
well as detect a variation in the use of different technologies. The assemblages were not
able to discern changes in land owners and while this project was able to identify three
structures, it would have taken a great deal of work to identify the total number of
structures on the property. The archaeological data provided sound information on the
past tenants with little assumed bias.
The use of maps was advantageous to this project because they were able to show
the presence, number, and occupational duration of structures on the property. The maps
were also able to show the function of the structures following Prunty's (1955) settlement
patterns of tenant properties; the placement of structures along farm roads at regular
intervals (refer back to chapter 3) is indicative of tenant structures. While the
archaeological data was able to show that the sites had differing amounts of earthenware
and stoneware, the use of maps was also able to show patterns of technology use, though
on a larger scale. Sharecropper homes were typically clustered together because they
lacked the means of mass cultivation (work animals or tractors), while tenants typically
lived in a dispersed pattern across the property (Prunty 1955); based on this information it
is likely that each renter did not own the means of cultivation and was likely a
sharecropper.
The information gained through the historic document research ultimately
provided the least information on the sites. While the deed research provided a rich
history regarding the ownership of the property, and the use of census, military, and other
government documents provided information regarding the landowners, this information
provided very little information on the property and the sites. While searching through
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landowner information it was discovered that one of the landowners (Charles S.
Whittington) was listed as a plantation owner which means that he owned a property with
five or more tenant families on it. Unfortunately, it is impossible to know from the
documents if the mentioned plantation was the one researched in this thesis, or a different
property; Whittington was known to have owned a large number of properties.
The oral histories, though informal and brief offered a great deal of information
about the property. Through just one ten minute conversation with a man whose father
owned the neighboring tract, I was able to gather the presence, function, and orientation
of structures. Additionally, and very fortunately, I also learned that at least one of the
structures was occupied through the 1970’s and demolished in 1986 which did not
provide a clear occupational duration but it did offer a useful TAQ date.
The use of all four sources was advantageous to this research because no one data
set offered all of the desired information, but rather they offered complimentary
information that could be sewn together to provide detailed information on the property.
Overall, and because none of the data sources offer perfect assemblages, it is useful to
use as many as possible rather than proceeding with just one. Even in the instances where
there is rich historic document data, no data can be assumed to be redundant until some
ground truthing has been conducted.
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CHAPTER IX
FURTHER WORK
While the analysis of this work has shown that different percentages of a site
assemblage (equal to or greater than 15 percent), and different sampling strategies (a 20
percent transect analysis, a 20 percent random sampling, and a one person hour surface
inspection) are statistically similar to a 100 percent collection, it should be noted that this
result can only be applied to a very small portion of the archaeological record. This thesis
investigated three tenant farmsteads with high density surface collections along a single
farm road in the YRB. Additional work should be carried out to either corroborate or
refute the results of this study.
It would be beneficial to locate one tenant farmstead and investigate it using the
same techniques used here. The order of the work should be reversed so that the random
sampling, the transect analysis, and the surface inspection took place before the 100
percent collection. By using this order, it would be possible to investigate the site using
non-invasive techniques so as to minimize the displacement of artifacts, which would
allow for a thorough 100 percent collection to take place. This would allow for all four
techniques to be used on the same site. By choosing to use all four techniques at one site,
the statistical analysis would be able to directly test the techniques, rather than the sites.
After this had been done at one site, it could be replicated at a different site, which would
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further demonstrate how tenant farmsteads compare to each other. This technique could
be performed at a number of sites in any region.
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CHAPTER X
CONCLUSION
During the postbellum period, the United States witnessed remarkable changes in
almost every aspect; emancipation brought freedom to 3.9 million slaves (Rossiter
1909:132), transportation infrastructure allowed populations to move further into the
country, farm mechanization allowed for less labor requirements (Cabak et al. 1999:24;
Crowe 1951:6; Groover 2008:97, 107; Saikku 2005:237), and industrial manufacturing
made consumer goods readily available at reasonable prices (Groover 2008:97). During
this time period there was also a sharp increase and a later decrease in the number of
American farms (see Figure 10.1).Tenant farming came and went during this time period,
and for a period of time in the 19th century, tenant farming was a symbol of prosperity,
freedom, and possibility for those who had very recently been enslaved (Saikku
2005:110; Willis 2000:25). Meanwhile today, as most small family operated farms have
been consolidated into large corporate farms, it is important to preserve our
understanding of what was once a vital way of life for millions of Americans (Cabak et
al. 1999:20; Groover 2008:96-97). Because of their presence within the changing
American landscape, tenant farmsteads have the ability to help shape our understanding
of broader societal change shaping the lives of ordinary Americans (Groover 2008:98)
and therefore are deserving of a higher rate of significance.
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Figure 10.1

Number of farms in the United States (data taken from U.S. Census 1975)

Data compiled from U.S. Census 1975

Unfortunately, tenant farmsteads are an often undervalued archaeological
resource because of three main reasons: their relative abundance on the American
landscape, their modern artifact assemblages, and the degree to which they have been
disturbed. It has been estimated that there are approximately 234,000 tenant farmsteads in
the YRB alone, and as tenant farming was adopted across the entirety of the American
Southeast the potential number of tenant farmsteads is staggering. Their abundance
makes it easy to disregard single sites. Additionally, many tenant farms were occupied
during the 19th century and the late 20th century, making their artifact assemblages a
jumble of stoneware, clear glass, and plastic soda bottle wrappers. The presence of
modern artifacts is often used as a justification to forego a site’s investigation.
Because there are so many tenant sites, and because their assemblages are often
modern and disturbed, it is important to find a way that allows for their efficient
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investigation rather than dismissal. With enough research it may be possible to
investigate them on a local or regional scale rather than having to investigate them
individually. This thesis has shown that there are many different methods that can be
used to investigate these sites. Random sampling, transect analysis, general surface
investigations and artifact collections have all been shown to achieve statistical
redundancy when compared to a control site. Each of these methods also has the ability
of scaling back the amount of work needed to address these resources. If it can be shown
that tenant farmstead sites are statistically redundant according to region, or time period,
it may be possible to address these sites more efficiently which would benefit our
understanding of a quickly disappearing part of the American past.
The fieldwork and document research conducted here has demonstrated that a 15
percent site analysis, a 20 percent random sampling, a 20 percent transect analysis, or a
one-person hour analysis were adequate at investigating three tenant farmstead sites.
While further work is needed to test these results at different sites, it should be clear that
tenant farmsteads appear to have statistically redundant assemblages and because of that
it is possible to minimize the work needed to address these redundant resources.
According to the results, any number of the field methods used here would be appropriate
at addressing these resources. Additionally, it would also appear to be appropriate to only
investigate one site per cluster provided that the sites were assumed to be functional and
occupational equivalents which can be reasoned from settlement patterns.
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